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Chapter 184.
Unfair Sales Act.

Sec. 1. Definitions.

Purpose and constitutionality. — This
law comes within the well recognized
police powers of the state, and has for its
purpose the prevention of ruthless, unfair

Sec. 2, Penalty.

The selling below cost, alone, is not a
violation of any part of the Unfair Sales
Act and is only effective when done “with
intent to injure competitors or destroy
competition.” Wiley v. Sampson-Ripley
Co., 151 Me. 400, 120 A. (2d) 289.

The purpose of defendant in selling
coffee at less than cost price for a period
of three days in order to make friends
and to create good will was legitimate
and was not covered by the Unfair Sales
Law. Wiley v. Sampson-Ripley Co., 151
Me. 400, 120 A. (2d) 289.

Prima facie provisions of this section
unconstitutional. — While the Uniform

Sec. 3. Exceptions.

Cited in Wiley v. Sampson-Ripley Co.,
151 Me. 400, 120 A. (2d) 289.

and destructive competition, and to that
extent is constitutional. Wiley v. Samp-
son-Ripley Co., 151 Me. 400, 120 A. (2d)
289.

Sales Act is constitutional insofar as it
seeks to prevent unfair competition and to
that extent comes within the police
powers of the state, the prima facie pro-
visions of this section are wunconstitu-
tional. The prima facie rule established
by this section lifts from the shoulders of
the state the burden of proving the crime,
and has, in fact, the practical effect of re-
moving the presumption of innocence and
creating a presumption of guilt which the
defendant must rebut or disprove in order
to escape conviction. Wiley v. Sampson-
Ripley Co., 151 Me. 400, 120 A. (2d) 289.

Sec. 4. Person injured may bring bill in equity.

Part of this section unconstitutional.—
While the Uniform Sales Act is constitu-
tional insofar as it seeks to prevent unfair
competition and to that extent comes
within the police powers of the state, the
provisions of this section with regard to
injunctive relief and subsection III of this
section with regard to prima facie evi-
dence, in civil actions, of intent to injure
competitors and destroy competition are
unconstitutional. The ' prima facie rule
established by this section lifts from the
shoulders of the state the burden of prov-
ing the crime, and has, in fact, the practi-

cal effect of removing the presumption of
innocence and creating a presumption of
guilt which the defendant must rebut or
disprove in order to escape conviction.
Wiley v. Sampson-Ripley Co., 151 Me. 400,
120 A. (2d) 289.

The proceedings for injunctive relief or
for recovery of damages create a pre-
sumption of violation of the statute by
merely showing the evidence of a con-
duct, the sale below cost, which is legal,
proper and common practice. Wiley w.
Sampson-Ripley Co., 151 Me. 400, 120 A.
(2d) 289.

Chapter 185.
Uniform Sales Act.

Formation of Contract.

Sec. 4. Statute of frauds.

1V. THE ACCEPTANCE.
Delivery of and payment for four car-
loads of potatoes satisfied the statute cof
frauds under all oral contract for sale of
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ten carloads of potatoes and contract was
properly treated as single and entire,
Maine Potato Growers, Inc. v. H. Sacks
& Sons, 152 Me. 204, 126 A. (2d) 919.
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Sec. 12. Definition of express warranty.

Cited in McNally v. Ray, 151 Me. 277,
117 A. (2d) 342.

Sec. 14. Implied warranty in sale by description.

Cited in McNally v. Ray, 151 Me. 277,
117 A. (2d) 342.

Sec. 15. Implied warraniies of quality.

Cited in McNally v. Ray, 151 Me. 277,
117 A. (2d) 342,

Transfer of Property and Title. As between Seller and Buyer.

Sec. 18. Property in specific goods passes wnen pariies so intend.

Cited in McNally v. Ray, 151 Me. 277,
117 A. (2d) 342.

Sec. 19. Rules for ascertaining intention.
Cited in McNally v. Ray, 151 Me. 277,
117 A. (2d) 342.

Performance of Contract.

Sec. 47. Right to examine goods.
Cited in McNally v. Ray, 151 Me. 277,
117 A. (2d) 342.
Sec. 49. Acceptance does not bar action for damages.

Cited in McNally v. Ray, 151 Me. 277,
117 A, (2d) 342.

Chapter 188.
Uniform Negotiable Instruments Act.

Negotiable Instruments in General. Form and Interpretation.

Sec. 14. Blanks; when filled.

Prima facie imports that the evidence Reasonable time under this section is a
produces for the time being a certain re- mixed question of law and fact. Giles v.
sult, but that result may be repelled. Giles Putnam, 150 Me. 104, 104 A. (2d) 534.

v. Putnam, 150 Me. 104, 104 A. (2d) 534.

Chapter 189.
Uniform Trust Receipts Act.

Sec. 1. Definitions.—In this chapter, unless the context or subject matter
otherwise requires:

“Buyer in the ordinary course of trade” means a person to whom goods are
sold and delivered for new value and who acts in good faith and without actual
knowledge of any limitation on the trustee’s liberty of sale, including one who
takes by conditional sale or under a pre-existing mercantile contract with the
trustee to buy the goods delivered, or like goods, for cash or on credit. “Buyer
in the ordinary course of trade” does not include a pledgee, or mortgagee, a
lienor or a transferee in bulk.

“Document” means any document of title to goods.
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