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vessel and while it was lying at Marseilles discharging bier cargo
the captain was served with notice froma the Greek gt-verinent
ordering hlm to take the vessil to the Piru-us for the purpose of
placing the ve&sel at the disposai of the Greek government.
Thereupon the defendant notiied the plaintif! that the charter
party was cancelled; the vresseI had been commandeered. Before
the vessel could leave Marseilles, however, the Greek government
withdrew their order and released the ship. Atkin, J., who tried
the action, held that the vessel had been commandeered witlîin
the mneaning of ,the churter party and therefore dîsmissed the
action.

CONÎTRACT FOR SALE 0F GOODS FOR ExpoRTi-DECLARATION OF
WAR-EMBARGO AGAINST E KPORTATION-IMPOSSI BILITY OF
PERFORtMANCE--TEMPORtARY SUSPENSION 0F CONTRMU'r-
REASONABLE TIME.

.1ilfrir v. Taylor (1916) 1 K.B. 402.--The plaintiffs in tins
case contracted to seli goods to the defendants for exportationî
to Africa--on the exportation of the goods the plaintiffs were to
be entitled to a draw back of duty.-Befoi -the contract could he
eornpletely performed, w-ar was dcclared and an embargo placod
on the exportation of inter iilia goods of the kindi in question.
This embargo lasted from the 5th to the 20th August, 1914
when it was removed. In the meantinie the plaintiffs claimed to
treat the contract at an end and brought the action for the goo(ls
tiiat had actually been <lelivcred and the defendants colînier
clairned for damages for breach of the contract. Rowlatt, J.
gave judgment for~ the plaintiff and dismissed the counter claimi,
1)ut the Court of Appeal (Eady, WVarrington, L.JJ., and Bray, J.,,
rev-rsed bis decision holding that the embargo increly caused a
temporary suspension of the contract, and as it was remnoved
heftore a rcasonvble tirne for tht> performance of tle contract had
taken place, the pS,,intiffs were flot entitled to repudiate it, thouigh
it would have been otherwise if the embargo had contintied
indefinitely auid beyond a reasonable tinie for the performance of
the cor1tract.

CRIMINAL LA%--SUMMARY CONVICTrION FOR NEGLECTING CHILI)
IN MANAER LIKE TO CAUSE SUFFERINO OR IN.JURY TO HEMMIT
-S'BSEQUENT DEA'l7H 0F CIIILD-INDICTMEFNT FOR MAN-
SLAUGHTER *INDICrM ENT FOR MANSLAUGHTER-AUTREFOIS
ACQUIT.

Th" King v. Tonks (1916) 1 I{.B. 443. The defey'-dant in
this case had been suînmarily convicted of neglectiî.g lier child
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