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tious business.

ncil passed a
On the completion of the sewage work}?i:hsferigzes in connec-
resolution that the defendant be Iﬁaid a sum_of mod“e‘:‘:llf;):h was the payment lmc;
tion with the scheme, which was duly paid, ar? L.C.. Lord Esher, M'R" an
Peached. The Coyrt of Appeal (Lord Halsburyl,3 .di;missmg the action.
Lindley, L.J.) affirmed the judgment of POHO‘?k» "

BiLL of SALE

. PROPERTY.
CHATTELS__DEsCRIPTlON——AFTER ACQUIRED
Perhaps the only

.B.D. 566,
poihts of interest here, in (.Yar.pmte? Zh ﬁ :Z;zs’ ii3aQbill of §ale.
are those relating to the sufficiency of the description ;)he bill of sale in questloni
The chattels were described in a schedule annexed to to the grantor, “and al
as “twenty-one milch cows” on a farm belO.ngmgl; longing to” the grantor.
goods, chattels, and effects in or upon the premlses(’i Zveral of the cows referred1
After the execution of the bill of sale the grantor SOL lsd by the Court of Appea
to in the bil] of sale, and bought others. IF vas e of Charles, J., that there

ry and Lopes L.J].) affirming e or acauired property, the

covenant express, or implied, affecting ather n to the farm after.the

id not extend to any of the stock brought (I),opes, L.J., dissenting,

date of the bill of sale ; ang fpqies (reversing Charles an)t sufficiently specific to
that the description <« twenty-one milch cows w;th
satisfy the requirements of the Bills of Sales Act, 1878.

C(\NSPIRACY*C()MBINA

Ex ERS T EIGHT—E E o -
T OF SHIpP OWNE O KEEP UP FR T NGROSSING PARTICULAR TRADE
..\CLUDIN(, RIV

AL TRADERS FROM CoMBINATION. 8 is an appeal from the
The Mogul Steamship Co, v, McGregor, 23 Q.B;Eée‘zlg d’ntc Vol. 25, p. I0. thI;
decision of Lord Coleridge, C.J., 21 Q.B.D. 544, to recover damaggs on A
may be femembered that the action was brought to ed in the China trade,
t the defendants who were ship owners, engag oly of the trade, from
had combined together with a view of keeping up a modnzl;ippers in- China wh(;
a Certain Chinege port, and offered to merCha{]ts anthe defendants a rebate o
sy pped their goods o pusively in vessels belonging to ffered to furnish steamers,
5% on all freights paiqd by them, and the defendants ?ﬁch should come in to the
when fecessary, to underbiq any competing vessels, w

.d from
excluded fi

. . ers, were

POrt in questiop, The plaintiffs, who were rival ship owners,

4Ssociation

ffered
. Qs to have su 4
and in consequence of such exclusion clalﬂliei(:missed the action,
damage, I’_.ord Coleridge, C.J]., not without some doubt,

and Ahis decision h

and Fry,
. Appeal (Bo_we.n '
by the Court of n, having
;épir;g ;.‘,helii:de ir{f‘ t’heir own hands, a[?dhnl(jft)rl;l Coleridge, C.]J.,
© the plaintiffs, was not unlawful. Wit redict what will be
rd Eshey dissenting, it would be unsafe to p
e of the action in the House of Lords.
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L.JJ.; Lorq Eshe
been formeq for k
malice or l-wil] ¢
doubting, ang Lo
the ultimate issu
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1::’(‘)0::::‘1 c::Tr}:{A; CONTRACT—SHIP—BILL OF LADING 1 point in the
. nove

Steamship Co., 42 Chy.D. 321, a somewhat
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