
nNGLISH CASES. 269

i.ilsmade with-in -three days, after-delivery of the -goods -in re-
spect of which the claim w nvas made, or "in the case of non-.-deli-
ver-t of any package or consignnent" within fourteen days
atter (Iespatch. When the consignment arrived at its destina-
tion there were twelve of the earcassS missing. A dlaim was
fIn.l uic h the eonsignor within fourteen days from the de8patch
(if the whole consigumnent. but flot within three days from the
i1cliver'- of the rcst of the careasses. The Court below con-

sfirdthat the non-delivery of the twel-c carcasses was "the
iffln-delivery of a cor.signment, ".and therefore that the plain-
lie-s caim waomnadc lui tiime. The majority of the House of
itids eonsidered that the "iion-deli%,ery of a eonisigninent"* in

th(e cousignment note, meant non-delivery of thc consignmient a.9
,whole. and that it was really% a question of faet whether the

deliveryv of thbe 740 careasses was a substantial delivery oif the
emisigunment, notwithstanding the shortage in delivery, and that.
st rictl ' speakiiig. there ought to bie a new trial on that question;
but the ancount iinvolvcd beiniz snia1l. the parties agreied to waive
n ie trial, aiid their Lordships (Lords Lorebura.li Haldane,
Kinniear, and Parmoor-Lord Shaw dissenting). disposed of the
ecse oni the assumption that the deliver -v of the 740 carcasses iwa-
a substantial deliverv of "the coiisignmert,'' and therefore that
the time for making edaim was lirnited to the three days from
that dcliverv and the -ilaiiutiff waâ therefore too late. Lord
Shaiv coiîsidered that "'the dielivéry of the conisignrnent'' meat
t;ie delivery of cvcry part of it. and that the omnissioni to <,ý iiver
n n Y part (-f it mras a ''non-il-.ix-r of the eonsignment:ý' but
the miajority thiinki-ig otherwise the appeal wvas thercefore al-

,fUV--.~IVSETO RFVISE JURY I.IST--VFRICT-NFGI,ECT TO on-

SFEVE F-ATI'TORY REGULATIONS.

ifontireal Str'ct Rie. v. Nor)?iiidini (1917> A.C. 170. dce-es
,ttt4intioni. It was an appeal from n Qtiebcc Court aiid the ques-
tieni raiscd therebv was as to the validity of a verdict givent iin
a civil Actioil, where the proper officers hid iicgleetcd to revise
the fist of juroi- as riyiired bY R.S.Q. e. 909, -rt. 3426; and it
m as elainmcd that mie of the jur-Y was disqualified fron bhig a1
,juior under art. 455 (2) of the C'ode. Their Lordships the
Auivcial ( 'oluiliýti* lif the' 1'liv v (nc1,11i! (Lords liialdaîce(, Bucik--
viaster. L)uuiediný, and Parker, zii "il. A. (hann11el'>. fournid that


