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restraint Upon the freedoni of trade in grain. (d) An agree-
nment a rnake an average difference or spread of three eent* and
the fraction (whatever that might be) per bushel between the
prices paid for track.and.street wheat, [t was shown that the
average actual cost of inaintaining the elevators was a littie over
three cents per bushel on th? average wheat handled. (e) An
agreement amongat the elevator companies that during a portion
of each year towards the close of navigation, they would not have
more than 5,000 bushels of purchased wheat.in any one interior
building at any one time. The rvason for th's was that owing to
trafflc conditions it was doubtful when street wheat could be
actually sent forWard on the cars. To be compelled to carry it
until the following season, if bought on the basis of going for-
ward during the purchasing season, meant a considerable Ioss.
(f) That some of the elevator companies pooled receipts a+ cer-
tain points for a couple of seasons. Froni a variety of ..auses,
many railway stations were left with too great elevator capacity,
and the conipanies found it necessary either to cnt clown ex3e.ses
or increase the elevator charges. The pooling was adopted be-
cause it redliced the expenses, and the public was not alffected by
the arrangement, nor were prices paid for grain thereby lessened.

On the wbole case the learned judge came to the conclusion
that the acts complained of, taken in connection with their sur-
roun ding conditions, made on the whole for a more stable mnarket
at the fullest values than if totally unregulated coxnpetition had
prevailed, and so were for the public good. Defendants nc-
quitted.

Bcrnnar, O 'Co,4nr & Blackwood, for the Crown. Ailciti,
KC, and Robiîison, for McHI-ughi and Love. A. J. Andrewàs and
Bnrbidge. for Gage.

Macdonald, J.] Dvcic v. GRAINiNa. [June 4.

Chattel rnortgage-Affidavit of bornd fldes-Jurai -Meanin-g of
s.twon.i

Plaintiff claimed dana.ges for ýhe seizure by defendRnts of a
teani of mules under a chattel rnortgage whieh he contended wus
invalid by reason of the objections indicated by the following
holdings of the trial judge.

Held, 1. The affidavit of bonfi fldes on a chattel mortgage if;
sufflcient, although it purports to be the joit affidavit of two


