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charged. in bankruptcy. Held, that the
creditor's right to seize ceased with the dis-
charge of the debt.-'hempson v. Cohen, L.
R. 7 Q. B. 527.

Bee SETTLEMENT.
BEQIIEST.-,S'ee APPOINTMENT ; DEVISE

LEGÂ-y ; WILL.
BILL or LAmiNG.

The plaintiffs shippefi goods on board the
defendant's vessali inder bis of lading iii the
following form : -Shipped in the staamship
Jliberni, for London, hiaving liberty . . . te,
transship the goods by any other steamer."
lIeld, that by the contract ssid goods were to
ba carried by a vessai whosa principal motive
power, while on the voyage, should bie staam.
-Fraser v. Telegrayh Construction Co., L. R.
7 Q. B. 566.

Sec BAILMENT.
BiLse -AND NOTES.

1. Action oni a promissory note. The note
waa joint ami saveral by the defendanit and R.,
the former being liable ouly as surety, witlt
knowledga of the psyee. R. had a set-off

growing out of the sanie transaction, fromn
which the defendant's liability as surety arose.
JIold, that the defeudant had. an equitable
defanca agaiiust the payee.- -Bechereazise v.
Lewis, L. Rk 7 C. P. 372.

2. The master of a vessel which liad beau
mortgaged, gave a bottomry bond for repaire,
aud also a bill at ten dsys' sight on the mort-
gages, for the amouint of the bond, undar an
agreement that if the bill should be accepted,
the bond shouki not be euforced. The bill
was forwarded for collection, but in the mneau-
time the mortgagee had died, and no probate
of bis will had been grauted. Ths person
named lu said will as excector refused. to
accept, and the bill -was therefore protested
on1 the day it arrived, and proceediugs were
subsequeutly taken on the bottomiry bond.
ffeld, that, under the circumstances, ail that
was reasonable was doue for getting the bill
accepted and paid, aad that it was flot neces-
sary to wait until the expiration of the days
of grace for having- said. bill protestcd Sm lUit
v. Bankc of New South Walcs. T'he Stef-
fordshi>-e," L. R. 4 P'. C. 194.

Sec CONTRACr, 3 ; LimilTATIONS, STATUTP

Trover for thirteen bales of cottoni. The
plaintiffs sold. the cottoni to B., who falsely re-
presented that bie was purcbasing for certain

ricpl.The defenidant, in ignorance of
Vsfrud purchased the cotton from B., stat-

iug that bie would seud in the name of bis
principal in the course of the day. The
defeudaut knaw tbat a customer was wanting
cotton, and purchased said cotton, eypecting
his customer to accept it. The saine day the
customer accepted thie cotton, and later in the
day the difeudaut sent to B. an order for de-
livery of the cotton, in which said. custoiner
was named as principal, aud thse latter receiv-
ed the cotton aud paid the defendant, who
paid B. Upon these factâ the judge left to
the jury the questions whether the cotton
was bought by the defendant as agent in the
tourme of bis business as broker, and whether

hie deait with thse good% only as agent of his
principal. The jury found a verdict for the
defeudaut, and a rule wss granted to enter tbe
verdict for the plaintiffs. lIeld, (by MAR.TIN,
CHANNELL, and CL~EAnY, B. B.: contra,
KELLY, C. B., BYLES and Bnxa-r, J. J>
atiriuigjudgmeut of Court of Queen's Beuch,
that the defendant was liable for the value of
the cotton. J!?owl£r v. Ho/ins, L. R. 7 Q. B.
(Ex. Ch.> 616.

BUERDEN OF PROOF.
Both lu courts of admiralty sud common

law, it is a mIeu that the onus of provlng blame
is upon the vessail cosuplaiuiug againast an-
othar, sud that the onis of provina inevitable
accident dos not attach to thse latter until
there bas beau a-prind faci case ofuiegligence
and want of due seamanship showu. -Tce
"M-4orpesia," L. R. 4 P. C. 212.

CANcEsEÂTIose. -See Wsas.
CARGO.

Lt was Jteld, that it was nlot erroneous to
describe the " nieceasity vewhicli justifies a
master of a shîp in selling the gooda,ý of an

1absent owuer, s "a bigli degree of expe-
-dienicy."-Aitre/ian Steann Nav igationc Co. y.

L. R. 4 P. C. 222.
lice CIIARTEE-PATYT; INSURANorE, 3.

CHAtITT. -Sec LEoAcV, 1, 2.
CHIARTR-P ARIV.

1. By charter-party it veas agreed. that a
vessel should taIre a full sud. complete cargo
of sagar lu bags, the freiglit for dry su ar sud
wet sugar being specified ;the Vessel 10 be s
good risk for lusurance, and the inaster dur-
ing the voyage to taIre ail proper meaus to
keep thse vesse1 tight, stauncli, snd strong,
aud lu every way well fitted. for the voyage.
The charterer provided. a cargo of wet sugar,
but after the bnlk of it was loaded, the drain-
age of mnolasses was found to be so great, th at
the vessel was unseaworthy. The sugar was
iinloadced, sud the eharterer refused t reship
it, or to provide auy other cargo for said
vessel. The jury forud that the vessel,
thougla otherwise seaworthy, xvas not so for
the purpose ofe,rrying wet sagar, froin whiclh
there is a large drainage , and that the vessel
couid not have beau) Tendlered fit to receive
said sugar veithini a reasonable time, sud that
the sugar was a reasonàble cargo to bie offered.
IIeld that tse ship-owner veas hiable to the
chartarer for damages caused by the nfituess
of bis vessel for carrying a reasonable cargo of
veet sugar, being the cargo stipuilateti for in
the charter-party.--Stanton v. Riichardson, L.
R. 7 C. P. 421.

2. By cbarter-pairtycdefendlant agreedito loadl
plaintitf's ship lu regular turn with full cargo
of coal; sud that; the charter being coiiciuded
by the dlefendlaut ou behaif of another party
resident abroad, ail iability of thse defeuidaut
shoald cesse as soon as hae had shipped sajd car-
go Held, that the defendaut was-lhable for a
breaci of thse charter-party occurriug before
the cargo was loaded.-Ch-istoffersen v. Han-
sn, L. R. 7 Q. B. M09.

CHOSE IN ACrîON.-Sge RXJOJUTORS AND AD-
MINISTRATOPRS. 1.

CLAss.-Se, DEVISE, 3 ; LEGAcy, 3.
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