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deed of composition was discussed save in the above remark-
sbl. words of Ashhurst, J. The judges were much impressed
by the fraud which had been committed by the plaintiffs upon
the other creditors in concealing from the latter the fact that
they had made arrangements to receive payment of their claims
in full. The principle involved in this case was recognised in
Jackson v. Lomas, 1791°; Swmner v. Brady, 17912%; Feise v.
Eandall, 1795 ; Leicester v. Rose, 180312 ; Wheelwright v. Jack-
som, 18132%; Wells v. Giriing, 1819'%, and Mallaliex v. Hodg-
son, 185112,

The next important case which arose for decision was Bui-
ler v. Rhodes, 1794'*, The plaintiff sued in assumpsit for
goods so0ld and delivered. The defendant stated that he had
proposed to his creditors to pay them a composition of 10s.
in the pound and for that purpose to execute an assignment
of all his effects to trustees for their benefit, that the plain-
tiff had consented to accept the composition, and had ordered
8 draft of the deed of assignment to be sent to his attorney for
his perusal, which had been done, and his attorney had ac-
cordingly perused and approved it on his hehalf; that in econ-
sequence the deed had been executed by the defendant, but
that the plaintiff had refused to execute the deed. Lord Ken-
yom, Ch. J,, ruled that this evidence was a complete answer to
the plaintiff’s action, and said that in consequence of this act
of the plaintiff’s the defendant had parted with all his pro-
perty, and the other creditors had been induced to execute the
deed?®e,
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