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The measure for the re-organization of the Courts in
Quebec has been deferred tili next year. The Attorney-
General, in announcing the Postponement, delivered a
speech in which. the subject is discussed in a very fair
spirit. A portion of these observations will be found in
the present issue.

FRASER v. MAGOR-SA LE-APPARENT D-E PEUT-
DELAY FOR INSPECT'ION 0F GOODS-BEASOKV
ABLIE, DJLIGENCLE.

The following notes and authorities of Mr. Justice Pagnuelo
in the case of Fraser v. Magor, 1...Q., 1 C.S. 543, werc not re-
ceived until after the report liad gone to press. As the case in-
volves an interesting que stion of mercantile law, the text of the
learned judge's opinion is inserted here. Thle Court held that
the defeet complaincd of (rust (ni herring) was an apparent de-
fect, and that the buyer had riot made an exarnination of the
goods witliin a reasonal)le time.

PAGNUELO, J. :-The plaintiff caims fiom the defèendant the
value of4',j barrels of No. 1 Labrador herring which he found, after
inspection, rusty and unnierchan table, out of' a lot of 187 barrels
delivered to himi, and which finumed pal-tof 321 barrels, bought
bye plaintiff from doeèdan t on 1the 1ih Novem ber, 1891,ý through
a' broker; while defendaLnt detiies ail responsibility for the
quality of the tish, were it unmerchantable at the time of the
sale, which he denies; alleging iii eltèct that the tish was sold
without guarantee ais to quality or condition and sub 'ject to in-
spection; that the plaintiff wam negligent and late in his inspec-
tion ofit, thereby assuming ail the risk as to quality or sourid-
liess; that the termns were spot cash. meaning immediate puy-
ment, and that ail dlaims for shortage or unsoundness should
have been made, according to the dustoin of the produce trade,
within two days from the (Jate of delivery, whule plaintiff re-
mained for twelvo days, fi-om the l8th to the 3Oth November,
without inspecting, and uni il the following day without com-
plaining.

From the evidence and correspondence adduced, the following
facts have been proven, namely: By the bought and sold note,
the defendanat sold to plaintiff, on the l8th November, 1891,


