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tious business. On the cornpletion of the sewage works the council passed aresolution that the defendant be paid a sum of money for his services in connec-tion with the sehene, whjch was duly paid, and which was the paymeflt im-Peached. The Court of Appeal (Lord Halsbury, L.C., Lord Esher, M.R., andLindley, L.J.) afflrrned the judgment of Pollock, B., dismissing the action.

Perhap the ALF -HATTELs-DEscRiPTION-AFTER ACQUIRED PROPERTY.Per apstheonlv POifits of nterest here, in (arpenter v. Deec, 23 Q.B.D. 566,are those relating to the sufficiency of the description of chattels in a bill of sale.The chattels were described in a schedule annexed to the bill of sale in question,as (ctwetity-one in ilch cows " on a farrn belonging to the grantor, "and ailgoods, chattels, and effects in or upon the premises, belonging to " the grantor.After the exe cutiori of the bill of sale the grantor sold several of the cows referredto in the bilof sale, adbought ohr.It was held by the Court of Appeal(Cotton, 1-Ery and Lopes L.JJ.) affirming a judgrnent of Charles, J., that therebeing "o covenant express, or irnplied, affecting after acquired property, thebill of sale did not extend to any of the stock brought on to the farm after thedate of the bill of sale; and further (reversing Charles J.) Lopes, L.J., dissenting,that the descril)to 1 1 'twenItyone milch cows " was not suficiently specific toSatisfy the requirellrnts~ of the Bis of Sales Act, 1878.

RACYCo MINATON F SHIP OWNRs TO KEEI' UP FREIGHT-ENGROSSING PARTICULAR TRADE--ELD1CRIVAL TRAI)ERS-' FROM COMBINATION.
The Alogul Stcallslti Co

decisjoy 1 of Lord Clrde . V. cGrcgor, 23 Q.B.D. 598, is an appeal, from theColrideC.J., 21 Q.B.D. 544, noted ante Vol. 25, P. 10. Itr-nay be remembered that the action was brought to recover damages on thegrounds that the defendants, Who were ship o'vners, engaged in the China trade,had combined together with a view of keeping up a monopoly of the trade, froma certain Chinlese Port, and offered to merchants and shippers in China WhoshiPped theIr goods exclusively~ in vessels belonging to the defendants a rèibate of5%on al freights paid by thern, and the defendants offéred to furnish steamers,when necessary, to underbid any competing vessels, which should corne in to thePort in question. The plaintiffs, who were rival ship owners, were excluded fromassociation and in1 consequence of such exclusion claired to have suffredd a n age. Lord Coleridge, C.J., not without some doubt, dismissed the action,and his decision has fl0w been affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Bowen and Fry,L. Jj.; Lord Esher, M.R., dissenting), on the ground that the association, havingbalic formed-w o he the trade in- their own hands, and not from any personaldomtir i i and Lord Plaintiffs, was miot unlawful. With Lord Coleridge, C.J.,dotirg ndLr Esher dissenting, it would be unsafe to predict what will bet1'ultimnate issue of the action in the House of Lords.
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~'LAW 0FTH CONTRACTUS-~INTENTION F PARTIES-CLAUSE IN CONTRACT VOIDIii e Ajgs»~j COUJNTRY F THE CONTRACT-SHip-BILL F LADING-LAW F THE FLAG.
li1 Of cnr t S earishi o, 42 Chy.D . 321, a somewhat novel point in thentrcts Wasraied. A contract was made by the claimant, a citizen of


