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Court of Appeal (18 g.B.D. 2s), noted <nté vol 23, P. 63, The simple question
was whether a chattel nmortgage which assigned (inter alia) ail the book; debts .......
d ue and owing, or which might, durlng the continuance of the securlty, becorne
due and owing to. the mfortqsgor, was sufficiently specific. Their Lortlships hec4
that the assigniment of future book debts, though flot Iimited to book debts.
in any particular business, wag sufficiently definite, and passed the equitabie -W.
interest in-book-debts -ineurred -after the--ar-ignnent, wvh-t-her--inth-bses
carrîed on by the mortgagor at the time of the assigniment, or in any other
business! overruiing Bolding v. Rgad 3 H. & C. 955, and In re D'Epineuil4 20

Chy. D. 758, and approving là re Clarke, Gsonbe v. Carter, 36 Chy. D. 348 (noted
vol. 24 p. 41).
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EXAMINATION.

l'/ie Rotirit of Trade BlIJock, 13 App. Cas. 570, is the namne by which In re
&uts 19 Q-1B.D. 39, noted asite vol. 23, p.'29i, is known in the Hause of Lords.
in this case the tnajorityý of the Court of Appeai (Lord Esher, M.R. and Lopes,
L.3.) held (Fry, L.J., di-,senting) that a bankrupt couid flot be comnpeiied to sub-
mit ta a mnedical examination for ;he purpose of insuring his lîfe, in order to v-
realize more beneficially a contingent reversionary interest to wihtebnrp
%vas entitled, and this decisian %vas afflrmed by the House of'Lords (Lord Fitz-e

gerald dissenting). Their Lordships holding that the statutory duty imposed on .L
a bnlcuptto"doailsuh acts and things in relation to his property and the

distribution of his property among his creditors as mnay reasonabiy he required
by the trustee," and ta " aid to the utmost of his powver in the realization of hîsÀ

propcrty and the distribution of the i)raceeds among his creditors,"-did not include
ail obligation to submit to a medical exainination, and that his refusai to, subrnit$
was noa groundc for refusîng himi his discharge.
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It may beuseful toreferto the Lord Protwst audkýagisrate£ of G/argo-wv. Farie,
* 13 App. Ca. 657, for the construction of a statute therein contained. The question

arose whether under a statute reiating to waterworks companies which provided
that they Ilshould flot bc entitied ta any mines of coal, ironstone, slate, or other
minerais, under any land purchased by themr," they were entitied to a bed of
clay suitabie for brick-inaking. The }{ouse of Lords reversing the Court of Session,
heid that common dlay forming the surface or subsoil of land, was not included
in the reservatiari in the Act.

PSAUoIxou-RIGEIT TO àppruAL-DEcRnt BULOW TRI APPEÂLABLE AMOYUWr.

in Atlan v. Pratt, :j App. Ca 78o, the plaintiff sought to recover $5,=o
damnages, but oniy succeeded in recovering. judgment for $x, ioo. An apiwcal
by the defendant to Her Majesty in Council was allowed by the Court of Appeal
for Quebec, aftèr hearing the parties; but on the appeai coming on to be heard

before the judiciai Committee, their Lordshps' heid that the rneasure of value Jî


