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ton, and Kennedy, LJJ.) hèld that t#i .pu»nhase bIxdng on joint
accouzt. of Ïbinselves and Br<>adhurst they were àfeoted by the
bad faitÉ of Brodliimt, and that the Factors Act (52-58 Vict.
o. 45), (R.S.O. o. 50), wua consequently ne protection te, them.

ÂotTLTmai-SILu or FooD àm DauGs .&oT, 1875 (889 VIOT.
o. 88) s. 25--(R.S.C. o. 13, s. 33)-Wàm' 0Fé KNOWLEDG-

Easv. 'Weatheritt (1907) 2 K.B. 80 waa a proseaution for
selling milk froni whieh 28 per cent. of the milk fat had been
abstraeted. The defendant set up want of knowiedge, and pur-
chue; by him. of the milk in question with a warran2ty of its
purity. It was Proved that by a contract in writiîîg the defen-
dant had agreed ta purchase from a coinpany the whole of the
milk required fer his dairy for tweive months from. 1 Ocitober,
1905, and the contract contained a warranty by the vendors that
ail xnilk delivered ehould be pure. In June, 1906, milk wus de-
livered by the vendors ta the defendant under the contract
accompanied by a deliyery note which did flot refer ta the con-
tract. Some of this mik was sold and was proved on analysis ta,
have had 28 per cent. of rnilk fat abstracted fromi it. The de-
fendant relied on the warranty, and 38 & 39 Viet. o. 63, s. 25
(R.S.C. o. 133, s. 33), and the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone,
0.J., and DJarling and Lawrence, JJ.), held that the defence
was nmade out; and the conviction which was based on the
ground that there was nothing ta connect the warranty with the
particular consignment of goods in question, was quashed.

PRAOTIOEJ-SECURITY FORt COBTS-INNRMNT JURimriOoN 0
0OUiSTS.

Billington v. JilUngton (1907) 2 K.B. 106 was an action
which had been tried before an officiai referee, and judgxnent
recovered in favour of the plaintiff. The defendant had becomne
bankrupt, and he sub.sequently gave notice of appeal froni the
judgment; the plaintiff thereupon applied ta the Divisional Court
for an order requiring the defendant to give security for the coïts
cf the appeal. The Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, 0.J., and
Darling and Philliniore, JJ.) held that there was an inherent
jurisdiction ini the Court to order security ta be given, and
that it was preper tt~ grant the application in the prosent case.


