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wrards declared bankruptu, and the plaintif wau appointed trustee
in bankruptey. The defendanta having discovered the fraud went
to the pawnbroker and redeemed the gooda of whieh they thon
claimed to retain possesgion as against the plaintiff. The present
action was thon brouglit in whieh the plaintif claimed the goods
or the value thereof less the amount paid by the defendanta ta the
pawnbroker for the redeniption; but Hamilton, J., who tried
the case, camne to the conclusion that the defendanta, on discovering
the fravd of Kirkness & Sons, were entitled ta disaffirin the con.
tract and retakze possession of the goodis even after the bankruptey
order hètd been mode, and that they ivere entitled to set-off the
damages they had sustainea by the fraud. (in this case the amount
they bcd bcd to pay the pawubroker) against the part of the
purchase inoney which they had received froin Kirkness & Sons.

DiscovERy-ExAyilNTION OP DEFSNDAK!'T POR DISCOVERY LIBL-

INNI:E\'P)-INTEROATIRY AS TO THE MEANING IN WHICH

DEPENDANT USED V#0505 C'OMPLAINED OP.

Heatoit v. Goidn#ey (1910) 1 K.B. 7.54 was an action for libel,
in which the plaintiff clairned ta examine the defendarat for dis-
cevery. as to thë incaning ina which lie uised the wordsg complained
of ina the action. Buckinill, J.- held that sucli an interrogatory
%,as admissible; but the Court of Appeai (Williamis and Farwell,
L.JJ.), held that it was net, on the ground of want of precedent,
and as being oppressive; but inasinuch as the object of all exam-
mnations for discovery is to draw, if possible, froin the party
examined admissions whieh will qupport the opposite party 's cage,
the rraqons for disallowing the interrogatory ina question do not
sen partieularly cogent.

AI>MRALT-C'IJdaON-DMAO---SUNDsitNALs.

The (urran (1910) P. 184. T1his was an appeal frein the
decision of Deane, J.. flnding the appelIant guilty of negligence
causing a col"idon. The appeal wua on the weight of evidence.
It was prnved that the other vessel had Lseunded fog signais, but
the appellants proved that they liait not hourd them until within
a very ahort distance, to late te preve it the collision; ina these
cirounistances Denne, J., hpld that the failure to hear the signais
was evidence of there net being a proper look.out; and the
Court of Appeal (Lord flalsbury, and Moulton, and Farwell,
.i.JJ.> declined ta interfere with bis decision.
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