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MIRE AND PURCHASE ACREEU ENT- ConVY.NCE 0F CHATTEI.S ABSOLUTE

1.% F,3RM, INTENDED AS SECURITY-NN-RFGISTRATilON UNDERt BILLS OF

SA1LE.S AcT-BILLS 0F SALES AcT (1878) 41 & 42 ICT., C. 36, S. 4 BILLS
OF SALES -ACT, 1882, (45 & 46 VicT., C. 43) SS. 3, 9.

jJ'd/or v. JaLas, (1903) 1 K.13. 226, is a decision of the Court of
Appeal "Collins, 'M.R., and Romer and 'Mathew, L.JJ.)i affirining
the juidgînent of Wright, J., (î igo2 i K.B. 1_37 (no0ted ante Vol. 38,
p. 262'. Thc fact,~ were briefl- a., fol]ows: The defendant Maas
advanced £2,000 to one 'Mellor, who wvas purchasing a hotel and
furniture. and took bv %v'av of securitv an absolute conveyance of
the fuirniture froin 'Mellor's vendor, and 'Maas then purported to
sell the chattels to M.\ellor on a hire purchase agreemnent for
£2,412.1î6, payable in instalmnents. This agreemnent wvas in the
U1.u1111 torin and included a license to seize. It Nvas not reffistered
un(cr the Bis of Sales Act. Miellor becaine bankrupt and his
tru-ýtec in) bankruptcy claiîned the chattel, on the ground that they
%vcre rnercly a sýccuritv to Mlaas for a boan and the security xvas
voiîl for- want of registration. Wright, J., uplield this contention,
and hjs dlecision, as already said, is afflrmed by the Court of
Appc.îi ainly o11 the ground that it wvas sirnply a question of fact
as to îvhat thc real transaction between the parties, and wvith the
judgle's biid on that point there wvas no ,rround for the Court to
interfere.

DAMAGES- NEGIt.,écE. 0F ARCIIITECT IN PREPARING PL.A.S.-NoM1tj-4AL DAMAGE .

Ga,,ylbis Co. v. C1/ou'cs, (1903) 1 K.B. 244, is a curlous case.
The action wvas brotight to recover (lainages against the defendanit,
an architect, for negligence in preparîflg plans, Thle allegcd
ne-ligcnce colisisýtedl in hlis ornitting to ireasure the site on which the '
pr(os>sed building wvas to be crectud, andl acting on the assumption
that the site wvas smralcr than it ivas in fact. The plaintiffs paid

for thie plans, and cmvipboyed a persoîî to takc <)ut the quantities,
but, avn fiiled to raise money, to erect the proposed building, the


