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company picked out twenty boxes and forwarded týei to the
defendants, but owing to, the delay in transit the goodo we. - not in
a merchantable condition wben they reached the defex'-f,
and they refused to, receive them. This %as an action for the
pice. The plantiff relied on the delivery to, the raiway com-'
pany as being a delivery to the defendanta, and contended tbat
the property in the gooda then paaaed to thein, and therefore
that they were henceforth at their risk. The County Court
Judge, who tried the action, gave judgiment for the niaintiff,
Ibut the Divisional rourt (Ridley, and Àvory, JJ.>, held that the
,statemnent in the invoice could flot be regarded as a term of the
2ontract, because it was flot sentuntil after the contfact was com-
plete; and that there had been no real appropriation' of goods
utAtil after the goods arrived at Holyhead, and after the delay- had
occurred, which had caused the deterioraLion of the fish, and the
dIefendants were entitied to reject the fish, and the piaiîîtiff could
ijot recover the price.
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King v. Vorcoit (1917> 1 K.B. 347. This was a prosecution for
iîideent a8sault, and the question was whether a 8tatemnevt muade
by the proisecutrix on the following day to a itniaIe friend %vas
admissible evidence. IV appeared that the state.iient wa, volun-
iarily mnade, aiid partly in answer to questions puit 1,, the womnan, 4
not-of a suggestive or ieading character. but whîch iiht hi've

had the effect of persuadîng the girl to tell her unassisted. and un- 1
\.armushedi storv'. l'he Court if Criinunal Appeal <Lord Rieading,
C.J. and Darth'ig, and Atkin, M.) held thiat it was adrnissibit,
and in so dùing -xplain Rex v. 0sborne (1905,), 1 K.R.5. on
whitch counael for 'he prisone.- relied. j
INsu.nA.x«'--Lo6s OR DAMtAGE TO Gýoons--Ex':prîow OF THEY'.F

OR DISHO?:ZT-Y 0F INSURED'S OWN4 SERVAINT-BURDEN~ 0F
PROOýF-EVIDENCE.

Ijurjt v. Evanps (1917) 1 K.B. 352. This was an actiot. ona
policy or irisurance to recover for los of and darnage to goods
occâzioned by thieves. The policy wa. sub;ect to an exception
elusive em.ployment of the insured. The plaintiff wa8 a ..ie.ler,

and t4e lots in respect tc wlaich the action was Ihrought, ivas dii


