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cargo, the legai owNnership of vçhich at the tiine of seizure was
in an. enem subject. It was cdaîmed by a pledg-ýe of the cargo who
was holder cf the bis of lading and named therein as consigcee
of the cargo. The piedgees had accepted bill of exehange for

4 £41,153 Is. 5d., the price cf the cargo and held the bis of
lading as security. The Adnxiraltv Court held that in determining
the national character cf property seized as prize, legai ow-nership
is the sole criterion anai therefore the dlaim of the pledgees was
disaiiowed and with this conclusion the Judicial Committee of
the Privy Cou-icil (Lords 'Mersey, Parker, Suimer and Parmoor
and Sir Edward Barton) agree&.. but their Lordships heid that not-
withstanding the Civ-il List Act 1910 (10 Edw. 7 and 1 Geo V. c. 28)

* *the Crown might stili exercise its bounty to redress cases of hard-
ship to subiectzc or neutrais occasioned. by decrees cf the Prize
Court.

C0.,hÀCT-SAE OF SIIÂýRE--BREACH BY ]BUY)ÉR MEASURE-T -S 0F

D1.IdAGEs-RisE IN VALUE .%FTER BREA-H.

Jainal v. Drirood (W916) A.Ç. 175. Tbis, though -an appeal
from a Burrna Court, is ne,-er.theieýs dluserving of attention bte-

hi cause it turrs or. thé, construction of the Indian Contract Act
wili'h, as the Judicial Committe cf the Privv Council hc!ds, is
merelv declarator; cf the commola law on the point in question.
The action wa., brought for lbreaeh bv the buyer cf a contract for
the wurchase çf shares. After the brcach the shares increased in
value and the question then aros-e wbhat is the prop(r measure of
daniages in such circuristances. The .Judicial Cornmnitte-e (Lords
Haldans, ap.di Wrenburv. andl Sir John EdRe and 'Mr. Aineer Al)
cverrule(l the C'ourt beh.w,% and hell that the daniages are to be
as.certained at the date of the bre:ich ani if the seller retains
the shares he cannot reccover anv iurther loss if the market falls,
n ther is hc hiable to hiave his dlamages rrduccil if tbe market

riscs. The market value at the date of the breaeh is the (lecisive

RA1L-WAY--CARRIME; OF GoOPS,--CO\DITION IN CONSIGNMENT
t'NOTE--GENERAL 1,IEN--'--TOPPAC.E IN TRANSITU-PRIORITY.

I' nitcrd Sta tes 81,cel Produc.e Co. v. Great V'#ster? Ry. Co.
(1916)~ A.C, 189. This was an appeal fromn the (Iccision cf the
('otrt of Appeal (1914) 3 K.B. 567 (noted ante vol 50, p. 617).

The railwav compai-y had received certain goods for carrnage fromthe United States Steel Products Comnpany, the vendors. to TIupper
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