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FuLLKK V. Richmond.
Saw.logs-Specijic performnnce.

The nature of this case and arguments of counselare clearly set forth in the judgment of the co
"

ndthe report of the case on the motion for nn injunction
reported aute volume II.. page 24.

Junction,

Mr. Mozvat and Mr. Trnner for plaintiff.

cieLaS'""^^""''
^•^" "^' ''•• ''^^''^''^^ for the A.........

The hoarinj of the case had taken place some
ime ago

;
and after taking time to look into autZ '

t.es, the court now proceeded to ^.c judgment.

The CHANCELLOR.-This case underwent consider-.^k discussion on the motion for an injunction (.iiu the learned counsel for the defendants contendedat the hearing that the evidence in the cause differedmatenally fn,m that which was before us on theWoccasion
;
that it not only failed to prove the con racfor a, hen set out by the bill, but established the

our udgment on the motion principally rested waswholy,,anting. They argued that Vpropert/ nthe logs not having been changed, remained in h;W and 6^^,/ until the sale to Redn^oud, and havtbeen then transferred to him he vvn« . \^

entitled to a decree with cost^'
^^^-^^ently

.

The evidence in the case does certainly differ matenally from that which was before us cm fZ !^
We had before us .hen .he ^:::TS:^;^:^.

(") 2 Grant Rep. 24.
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