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a ware that any of the cargo had an enemy destimttion. in those
circumstar'ces Lord Steradale, P.P.D., heàd thatt the vessel wag
not liable to condemnation.

ADMIRALTY--COLLISION-VESSLLS ON CROSSING COURSES-GIVE-
IVAY VESSEL ACTING TOO LATE-"I'kLP COURSE AND SPEED"
BRULE-RGTJLATIONS VORi PREVENIrING COLLISIONS AT SEA,

The Orduna (1919) P. 381. This w: a case of collision.
The Orduna and Koitakry wvere approuchiîig each other; the
Orduna had the right of way. As the vesse]a neared those in charge
of the Orduna wrongly assumied that the Konakry was going tb
cross, and starboarded the helin of the Orduna in order to give hier
more room. At about the sanie tirne the Konakry ini order to give
the Ordu7v2 the right of way porte([ lier holnm, the resuit being that
the vessels camne into cillision. Ilill, J., who tricd the action,
held that the Konak;,y was w holly to b1ai foir fot sooner porting
hier helm; but on appeul (Bankes and Scrutton, L.JJT., and Eve, J.)
were of the opinion that it was tho duty of the Orduna under the
RegulationB for Preventing Collisions at Son, Arts. 19, 21, to
have maintained lier speed and course; anti that both vessels
were consequently at fault.-tho Ordu na for not kcnrping lier speet-d
and course, and the Konakry for keping on so as to niislead those
in ch, 7ge of the Orduna to believe that slie intended to cross
the bows of the Orduna.

LANDLORD ANI) TENÀN-LEASE FOR ONE YEAR AND PART OF'
ANOTIIER--OVRHOLDING--.MIPLIED) TENVANCY FRoM YEAR TO
YEAn-DAT.E OF~ COMMENCEMUN--NOTICE TlO QUIT.

Crofi v. I3lay (1919) 2 Ch. 343. This case doals Mvth a simple
point i the law of landiord and tenant, viz., whore a tcnancy is
created for a year and a part of a year and the tenant liolds over
after the excpiration of the lease, froni %whit period is the new
implied tenancy te be deemed to commence? Colo on Ejectnent
and many text books on landiord and tenant stateci the law to0 be,
that the iinplied tenancy was to be presumed to commence on
the anniversary of the conirnement of the original terni1. Astbury,
J., came tb lie conclusion thit this was erroneous, and that the
the new implied tenancy began at the expiration of the original
tenancy-and wî,,h this conclusion the Court of Appeal (Warring-
ton and Dulie, L.JJ. and Eve, J.) also agreed, and a notice bo
quit given on the ass!unption that the implied tenancy eo began,
wus upheld. It will be prudent for practitioners bo take a note
of this case as it upsets the statements be bo found in so rn&ny
text books.
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