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claiming £50 from the Defendant for five days’ use ol the launch.
The Magistrate seeing that the real matter in dispute was the owner-
ship of the launch quite rightly decided that, having regard to the
value of the launch, the case was beyond his jurisdiction and he
advised the parties to apply to the Supreme Court. Subsequentiy
the Plaintiff returned the £22 and the cows to the Defendant.

In my view, although thc first agreement for sale was can-
celled by the consent of the parties, the second was not because the
plaintiff was anxious to annul it, the defendant was not willing,
and the consent of both parties was necessary. The Plaintift's
only remedy at the end of the March, if the Defendant did not pay
the balance, was to sue him for it.

It follows that the Plaintiff's action in its present form can not
succeed but he is entitled to receive from the Defendant £75, the
agreed price of the launch, and for that sum I give judgment.
Each party will pay his own costs.

EDITOR’S NOTE : The chief justice does not give his reasons for holding
that 2 “launch™ is not "goods” within the meaning of Section 5 of Cap. 66.

Williams on Reul Property says that goods and chattels are synonymous.
and in ancient statutes and law writers denote personal property of every
kind, as distinguished from real. A ship has beea held to be “goods™
coming within the provisions of the sale of Goods Act 1893 (Betuke v. Beda
Shipptng Co. Ltd. 1927 1.K.B. 649) but of course in that Act. "goods”™ is
defined as including all chatiles personal.

It is diticult to see why the word “"goods™ as used in Section 5 of Cap.
66 has a limited meaning and where the limit is to be drawn.



