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unless made within three days after delivery of the goods in re-
spect of which the claim was made, or “‘in the case of ncn-deli-
very of any package or consignment’ within fourteen days
after despatch. When the consignment arrived at its destina-
tion there were twelve of the carcasses missing. A claim was
made hy the consignor within fourteen days from the despatech
of the whole consignment. but not within three days from the
delivery of the rest of the careasses. The Court below con-
sidered that the non-delivery of the twelve carcasses was ‘‘the
non-delivery of a corsignment,’’. and therefore that the plain-
t:ff s claim was made in time. The majority of the House of
Lords considered that the ‘“nen-delivery of a eonsignment’’ in
the consignment note, meant non-delivery of thc consignment as
4 whole. and that it was really a question of fact whether the
delivery of the 740 carcasses was a substantial delivery of the
consignment, notwithatanding the shortage in delivery, and that,
strietly speaking, there ought to be a new trial on that question:
but the amount involved being small, the parties agreed to waive
a new trial, and their Lordships (Lords Loreburn, Haldane,
Kinnear, and Parmoor—Lord Shaw dissenting). disposed of the
case on the assumption that the delivery of the 740 carcasses was
a substantial delivery of ‘‘the consignment,”’ and therefore that
the time for making claim was limited to the three days from
that delivery and the »plaiutiff was therefore too late. Lord
Shaw considered that ““the delivery of the consignment’’ meant
the delivery of every part of it, and that the omission to uciiver
any part of it was 8 ‘‘non-delivery of the consignment:’’ but
the majority thinking otherwise the appeal was therefore al-
Towed.

JURY—~-FAILURE TO REVISE JURY LIST—VERDICT—NFGLECT TO OB-
SEVE STATUTORY REGULATIONS,

Montreal Street Ry. v. Normandin {1917) A.(". 170, deserves
attention. Tt was an appeal from a Quebee Court and the ques-
tion raised thereby was as to the validity of a verdiet given in
a civil action, where the proper officers had negleeted to revise
the Tist of jurors as reqpired by R.S.Q. c. 909, ~rt. 3426 and it
was claimed that one of the jury was disqualified from being a
Juror under art. 455 (2) of the (ode. Their Lordships the
Judieial Commiftee of the Privy Couneil (Lords Haldane, Buek-
master, Dunedin, and Parker, ane’ Sir A, Channell). found that




