
ENGLuBE CAMI.

RE VIE W 0F CURREZ9T RVGLI$H CASES.

<Rglbtered lu acooUnoo with the Copyx"ght Act.)

SALE OP 000ÔD-" SiLE 011 RETURW' -SALE FOR CM311 ONLY-PRO-
PERTY PAS1NG-SALE 0F GOODS ACT 1893 (56 & 57 VICT. 0.
93) B. 18, R. 4.

W'leiiner v. Gill (1905) 2 K.B. 172 was an action againat two
pawnbrokers to recover goods fraudulently pledged with them,
under the folloWing Ciretumstanees: The plaint iff was a mnanu
faeturing jeweller. !r-.d had delivered the articles in question to a
eUst<mner, a retail jeweller iiam-ed ITuhfn, on the £ollowing terms:
"On approbation, on sale for cash or return only, Gonds had
on approbation or on sale or return reinain the property of
Weiner (the plaintiff) until such goods are settled or charged."
Huhn bad dealings with a nian nanied Longman, to whom he in
good faitb delivered the articles on. the representation that he
had a customer to whozn he eould seli them. Longinan had. how-
ever, no such custoiner, and gpt the articles wîth the intention of
misappropriating theni, and took them and pledgcd theni with the
defendiints, who mnade no inquiry, but deait with hirn in good
faith, assurning hini to be the owner. It was contended that the.
plaintiffs by parting with the possession of the goods had misled
the defendants into the belief that Longman was the owner, or
otherwise entitied to, pledge them. Under the Sale of Goode Apt
where goods are parted with on the terme of sale or return, t.10
rules laid down for determining when the property in them. passe,,
to, the transferee are (1) by his signifying his aceeptanee to the
seller or paying the price; (2) by doing sme act indicating that
the transferee elects to be purehamer, or ineonsistent; with his
being other than the purchaser; (3) by his retaining the goods
beyond the stipulated time, and where no time is stipulated,
beyond a reasonable tiffie. And it was contended that by parting
with the goods to Longman, Huhn had done an act indicating
that he eleeted to be the purehamer, or ineonsistent with his being
other than the purchaser; but Bray, J., who, tried the case, heid
that the property had flot passed; that the transaction was flot
for "sale or return" merely, but by the terms of the memoran-
dum there was to be no saie on credit, but for cash only, and
therefore the goods remained the property of the plaintifse, and
that they -we?!., not estopped by inerely having parted with the,
possession, and were therefore entitlid to recover.
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