
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

Northern District of Illinois 

Eastern Division. 

Ul"iI 'l1J~l) f3rl1J1 'f}i~ S c:~~~ i:J·i1~RI C~1\. 1 
Complainent 1 

j 
-vs- I :BOARD OF TRlu"')E OF THE CITY 

OW CHICAGO, et 21. 
Defendants. 

l'fovv come the defendants, and file the foJ.lov;j_ng 

assie;mnents of error 1 upon which they rel2'' for grounds of re-

versal on ap:pes:l in the Dbove entitled cause: 

1. That the District Court erred in striking from 

Answer of the defend::1nts Pnr<:1,grs.ph \Tl thereof. 

2. That the District Court erred in sustaining 

the objections to questions Eiddresc-:;ed to the witness Eckhardt, 

whose pur:pose wes to shov: thot prior to the adoption of the 

Rule in question, certe.in shi:pr.lers or de::;.lers of grain in the 

Chi c&~go mi:1rket were get ting re1)8~te s from ra,i l:roeds, a.nd the.t 

this wa.s one of the rea.sons i;;·hich led to the a.doption of the 

n:ile. 

I. That the Distritt Court erred in sustaining 

1:m objection to the questions to the witness Ecld1s.rdt,, aslcing 

whether the vd tne ss thought that the rule in quest ion operated 

as a. restra.int of trade or restraint of competition. 

4. That the District Court erred in grt=in.ting the 

motion of the plaintiff to strike ~ram the evidence of the wit-

nesi:i Dunn, thC:Jt prior to tlrn ests.blisbme:nt of this Call rule the 
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'r.',1· 't 11 L1· ne' 11 1··.1ousE,,~, 1·"e~111· ., ... ·11 u e ,, · l 0 l · ~ _,__ r;;:, • -· .. ~ u. ··· e1. · .rig • o . s s w n 1 r; '.l o v;Tw CL e e v c;, t. o r s r:u .. o ng 

the liLes o::· reilrot=!d, would drive others out of "business, one 

at a time, by paying an outside price. 

5. '.I'he,t the District C:burt e rrecl in sustaining 8J1 

o'bjection to a question put to the vdtnesB Hubba.rd, askirig 

whether l:i.e lw.d. found thst the Cc;ll rule, when in opers.ti on, 

hn.d D :;:ire,j'.J.dicia.l effect upon the freedom of competition. 

6. That the District Court erred in finding, as it 

did in the First paragraph of the decree, that the defendants 

were psrtieB to a combination or conspiracy in restraint of 

tred e. 

?. That the :District Court erred. in not entering n 

decree dismis~;ing the bill for ·wa.nt ofequity. 

B. That the District rourt erred in entering a decree 

in favor of petitioner. 

9. rrl1e.t tr1c District Court erred i:n including wi t21in 

the injuncti onnl or o:rdcrine; ps rt of the decree mcD1bcrs of the 

Bo~J.rd of '::.':co.de of the CiL;y of ChicFgo, or _persons F.cting, or 

c1a.im:Lng to net, for or on bchslf of s.ny such meml)er(,1. 

10. That the District Court erred in not confining 

t:ne decree to an in,;unction restrs.ining the enforcement. of the 

rule sot out in the decree, Rnd the acting uron or adopting 

of any sirnilB.r rule or prc:;ctice. 

11. That the decree is erroneous in that it enjoins 

future ::;ets of the defend.11r;ts n::id others respecting the fixing 

of 2 r:i.c c ;,1 whi cit are in no vrny similar to, or like, the rule or 

prectice set out in the petktion. 
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12. The .. t the decree is erroneous in req_uiring the 

to send a copy thereof to each 

13. That the decree is erroneous in not excluaJ.ng :from 

its effect or opers .. tion a rule of the Boa.rd in force E1.t. the tiire 

of the trial, cUJd with respect to vihich the e.ttorne:y for the 

complaina.nt expressly disclaimed. ar'.y intention of having the 

court c1.djudi cate. 






