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on the other hand, held that the tirne began to run f rom the
delivery of the notice, and the delay occasioned by the vesse] flot
bieîng able to approaeh the pier miut fail on the charterers and
not on the shipowners.

WEiGUTTS AND MESRSFLEOR IJNJUET MEASURE-POSSES-
SION OP PALSE MEÂSURE BY SERVAN~T FOR RIS .OWN FRtAUDU-
1,E'NT PuRtPOgSE-EMPLOYEn.

dnglo-Americaii OÙL Co. v. Maiiing (1908) 1 KB. 536. This
was a case stated by magistrates, The appeliants were prose-
cuted for hanving a false n:eainure. The faets disclosed that the
appullamst, whio were hawkers of coal oit, had furnished their
servant ivith a proper lawfui measuire, but for bis own fraudu-
lent puirposes carried with hini when hawking the plaintift's
gonds, a mneamiire with a quantity of soap in it, whieh liad the
effeet of renderin-, the nieamure f aise to the extent of three and
a hiaif pints. It was flot proved that the appellants were cog-
nizant of or saxtctioned or approved of 4%e conduet of their ý -
vant, or- derived any beneflt fron: ilus fraud, In these eircumn-
stmiecs, Charunell, Bray and Sutton, MJ., held that the appel-
latits eonfl not be convieted of a breaeh of the Weights and
Meiuies Act.

IIe OPA('~RAî 0F NSRANCE AU ENT-DEcEIT--,% 0!D
orP'IOIlcY-RCoVERY BACK 0F PtEMluNMs.

1ÛUûIýtll v. Reflnqc Assurac Co. (1908) 1 K.B. 545. lta
this eiase, it nmay lie rerneinbered. the plainitif lied takeii ont a
polip% of isiranec %ith the defendant e.ompany. After it land
bomi iii force for a yen:' the plaintiff proposed to let it tapie,

wheruponthe defeifdants' agent represented that if sIc coni-
iiiuiitd to pay tlue preniitins for four year more. the poliey
MwOffl: romnin ii forve and she would have m. more preatnsiv
t.o poy. lilelyiig ont this representat ltin the paid the four veai-s'
i1rtcmiun butt on the expiration of that pteriod ftic defendants
rt'fitsod to give lier a paid-up poliey. The plaitiif stued to re-
eovor bock tlic foin- yetirs' prenduiisi. I>hillitnore illd B3ray,
-1-1. ( 1907) 2 K.B. 242 (nioted tinte, vol. 43, p. 619 ) hield that the
plainiif wvos entitled to reeover, and the Court of Appeai (Ljord
Alvertoii, (XJ.. andi Baruies, PP.D., and Biuckley, L.J. have
fifflr:ned thlit deeision, though they were flot; altegrether agreed
fis tia the bagis on nhieh the plaintiff wns entitled to rve.ovcr,
riord Alvesone, C.J., was of the opinion that the ,niouey could


