IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATEo
Northern District of Illinois

Eastern Division,

UNITED STATHES OF AMERICA,
Complainsant,

- -

" BOARD CF TRADE OF THE CITY
oW CHICAGO, et sl,

Pt (e, Vo g, N o,

Defendants,

Wow come the defendants, and file the following

agsignments of error, upon which they rely for grounds of re-

(\:_1

versal on appesl in the sbove entitled cause:

1, That the District Court erred in striking from

Answer of the defendants Faragranh VI thereof,

2. That the District Court erred in susteining
the objections to questions sddressed to the witness Tcknardt
whose purpose wes to show thsat prior to the adoption of the
Rule in question, certasin shippers or deslers of grain in the
Chicesgo market were getting rebeotes from.railrcads; snd that
this was one of the reasons which led %to the zdoption of the
rale,

3., Thet the District Court erred in sustei ining
an objection to the questiqna to the witness Eckhsrdt, asking
whether the Wltnesu thoug&t that the rule in quegtion operated

as a restraint of trade or restraint of competition,

4, That the District Court erred in granting the
motion of the pleintiff to strike from the evidence of the wit-

-

nesg Dunn, that prior to the esteblishment of this Call rule the



Tig "Line" houses, meaning houses whiech ovned elevetors along
the lires of reilroad, would drive others out of business, one

8t a time, by paying sn outside price,

5, That the Digtrict Churt erred in susteinihg an
okjection to =& question put to the witness Hubbhard, ssking
whether he had found that the Csll rule, when in operstion,

hsd 2 prejudicisl effect upon the freedom of competition,

6. That the Dis trict Court erred in finding, ss it
did in the Tirst paragraph of the decree, that the defendants
were parties to 2z combination or conspirscy in restraint of

trade,

7. That the Pistrict Court erred in not entering o

decree dismissing the bill for want ofequity.

8, That the District Court erved in entering =2 decree

in favor of petitioner,

8. That the Distriect Court erred in inecluding within
the injunectional or ordering pert of the decree mermbers of the
Board of Trade of the City of Chicsgo, or persons scting, or

cleiming to act, for or on behnalf of sny such members,

10, That the District Court erred in not confining
tne decree to an injunction restraining the enforcement of the
rule set out in the decree, =2nd the zcting upon or sdopting

of any similer rule or prsctice,

11, Thet the decrce is errvonecous in that it enjoins
future scts of the defendsnts ond others respecting the fixing

of prices which sre in no wsy similar to, or like, the rule or

>

przetice set out in the petktion,



12. That the decree is erroneous in requiring the

Secretary of the Bosrd of Trade to send a copy thereof to each

1u. not excluding from

That the decree is erroneous in
its effect or operation a rule of the Bosrd in force at the time
of the trial; and with respect to which the attorney for the

‘complainsnt expressly disclsimed ary intention of having the

/mw

Cowﬁgel for Defcndants

court adjudicate,









