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RULES OF COURT.
Como I Waled Rule», 1808, Including 

tariff, p. i.
Additional lluk‘8, December, 11KK),

Amendments to Rules, December, 
11101, p. 1.

SALE OF GOODS.

Sale of Specific Chattel—Implied 
It arrant// of Title—Rridcncc. | — The 
defendant sold to the plaintiff a mare, 
then, as was assumed in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary, in the defend­
ant's possession: — Held, following 
Raphael v. Burt, 1 Cab A E. 320. ami 
Brown v. Cocklmrii, 37 V. C. Q. B. ">92, 
and distinguishing Morley v. Atten­
borough. 3 Ex. .TOO. IS L. ,1. Ex. 148. 
that the sale being one of a specific ar­
ticle. and there being no evidence that 
the vendor did not intend to assert 
ownership, but only to transfer such 
interest as he might have, there was 
an implied warranty of title. The de­
fendant having arranged with the plain­
tiff that a third party should hold the 
mare pending settlement of the dispute 
about the title, and having upon in­
specting the adverse claimant's alleged 
title, authorizing the custodian to give 
her un to the claimant Held, suffi­
cient evidence, by way of admission, on 
which the trial .Bidire could reasonably 
find a breach of the warranty. Dickie 
v. Dunn (Ct. 1887), p. 83.

Sale of Goods Implied Warranta 
of Title—Knowledge.1 — If where a 
specific article is sold, there is know­
ledge on the purchaser’s part of a de­
fect in the vendor’s title, there is no 
implied warranty of title as against, 
such defect. Dickie v. Dunn. 1 Terr. 
L. It. 83. distinguished. Turriff v. He­
ll ugh. (Ct. 1880), p. ISt!.

SHERIFF.
See Public Officer—Executions.

TAX SALE.

tax sale. The limits of such jurisdic­
tion discussed. It is not necessary 
that exemption from taxation should be 
raised before the court of revision, and 
a party, wrongfully assessed by reason 
of exemption, is not estopped by appeal­
ing to the court of revision. The Can­
adian Pacific Railway Co. v. The Town 
of Calgary (Ct. <j. B. Man. 18871, p. 
07.

TRANSFER ABSOLUTE IN 
FORM.

Transfer Absolute in Form —
Security — Parol Kridenee.1 — The 
plaintiff executed a transfer absolute in 
form to the defendants. The plaintiff 
alleged that the transfer was executed 
to secure the defendants against their 
liability as indorsers of a promissory 
note for him: that lie made default in 
payment at maturity, and that eventu­
ally the whole amount bad been paid, 
partly by the plaintiff, and partly by 
the proceeds of the sale of a portion of 
the property transferred, and claimed 
an account, and re-conveyance. The 
defendants alleged that the transfer was 
intended to operate according to its 
terms, i.e., an absolute conveyance. The 
trial Judge found the facts in favor of 
the plaintiff upon evidence, which be­
yond the transfer and the notes was 
wholly parol Held, that the plain­
tiff was entitled to judgment declaring 
the transfer thou eh absolute in form 
to be a mere security, and directing an 
account, and the reconveyance of the 
residue of the pronerty. Blunt v. 
Mamh et al <<’t. 1K8S)'. p. 120.

TRUST.

See Fraud.

ULTRA VIRES.

See Constitutional Law.

Ta* Sale—Injunction — Appeal to 
Court of Revision—Entonpel. 1—An in­
junction may be granted to restrain a

VERDICT.

Sec Appeal, 2—Criminal Law, 3, 9


