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.and ininerais theveto kppertaiu-
ing," and the defendant pleaded
the Statute of Frauds. Byrne, J.,
hield, that the, subjeet-matter of
the contract was not sufficiently
described, that l)arol evidence
wvas flot admissible to identify it,
and tli,%t the action miust be dis-
niissed. (0. 43).

PRATT v. SOUTH-EASTERN RAIL-
WYAY CO.

[T. 826 ; L. J. 208 ; L. T. 556.
.Does the usual condition on a

va ilitay company's cloalc-voorn
ticket, th«t the contpany will not
be responsible for any p)ackagçe
exceedling the value of £10, on'.?/
«pply to thw lo.ss of (lie package ?

No, it protects f roin Iiability for
,d.-aage doue to thle package, as
well as loss, said a Divisional
Court (Cave and Lamvrence, JJT.).

PE ARCE v. GORDON.

[102 L. T. 553.v

CJoi? tract -Sipieu m~emoranc1m»r.

Gordon owned a bed of gravel,
w'hich lie :agreed to selI to Pearce
for £60, and Pearce was to dig up
the gravel and ciart it a-way.
Pearce sued for breacli of the
contract. Pearce put in, evidence
a letter sligned by Gordon, and
contaihang the, ternis of the cou-
tract but beginning IlDýear Sir,"3
and not cotiigthe name or
any description of the person to
whomn it was wvritten; and Pearce
deposed this letter reached hlm
by post in1 an eCLYtlope duly ad-
~dressed to hiiini, awnd put in the
envelope.

fleld, that upon Îhe eviden 'ce
the letter and envelope mnust be
considered as forinilng one docu-
ment, and that together they con-
.stituted a sufficient memoranwdum

to satisfy botli section 4 of the
Staitute of Frands, and section 4
of the Sale of Goods Act. (Court
of Appeai, atflrming, Granthaxn,
J.).

Ini vo RUMNEY AND SMITH.

[WV. N. 48; L. T. 554; L. J. 23?;
S. J. 424.

(7aiz a trans feree of a m)oi-ti«qe
fionb tivwstees exercise a pove'r of
sale lirnitecI by the mort gage
(leeci to the trustees for the timte
being ee'zinqt/w powve'r?

No, said Stirling, J., remtark-
in-g that a power of sale in a
inortgage deed can only be exer-
cised by the persons designated
in the deed for that purpose.

DODD v. C*HURTON.

[V. N. 32; L. T. 484; S. J. 883;
L. J. 205.

Urider what circttrstainces is a
bî.i.ilclin.q ownev preventeci .frorn-
v-ecovering fr-om the buailder a
penalty ,iqreed to be paid as
tiquidaleci damnages in the eveiit
of the butiïdÀng mnot, being fin-
i ..- ed by a certain lime?î

I» every case where tlue owDer
lias himself prevented the coin-
pleticn of the 'wo- within the
time by. ordering additional work
to be done. So, held by the Court
of Appeal.

THE MEC.CORY & CO. v.
STEAMSHIP ?MECCA.

[102 L. T. 582 ; 32 L. J. 219.

Cia yton's Case.

The rule in Olayton's Case uis
te appropriation of payxnents
that -where there is an account
current between parties and pay-
ments are made withôut appro-
priation by either debtor or credi-
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