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certain cases to be sold in a " seaied v-essel " because the gurnmed
paper can be remnoved by being dampened. " Sealed " as defined
b>' the Act rneans secured with any substance without the
destruction of which the cork, plug, or stopper, cannot be
withdrawn.

O&RRIER-CO4ITRACT-EXEMPTION 0F LIABILITY FOR LOSSES WHICH CAN BE

COVEREO By 1.%SLRA--CE-XEGLIGENCE 0F CARRIERS' SERVANTS.

prc .U'ion Lioluerag-e CO. (1903) 1 K.B. 750, is a ca-se

which shows that it is flot an easy thing for a carrier to escape
liability for the negligence of himself or bis servants. In this case
goods 'vere loaded on a barge under a contract wvith defendants
for their carniage by which the defendants stipulated they %were not
t( bc liable '-for any loss or damage to goods which can be
covered bx' insurance." Through the negligence of the defendants'
Servant-; the barge sank, and the goods wvere lost. 1It %vas conceded
by Walton. J., that thc loss wvas one that could be insured a,,gainst,
but lie nevertheless held that, in the absence of an explicit
stipulation Lhat the defendants wcrc flot to be lhable for
negligenice. they were bound to use rcasonable care. and the loss
having been occasioned by- the niegligencc of the defendants'
servants. they were liable therefor, niot%%itlstanidingç ttie stipulation
abovc mnentionied.

VENDUR AND PURCHASER-CONTRACT FOR~ SALE L0F REAL FSTATE-- WILFUL
DEFAtLT' RV VIENDOR-INTF.REST ON Pv RciiAsE m,)\F.N -DINPt TE AS TO
FORMN OF CONVEVANcE-LÀîD IN OCCt I'ATION OF VENDOR CUPTO

R F.NT.

lu Benpieil v. Stonze (î9o3) i Chl. 509, the Court of Appeal
(Williaîns, Stirling, and Cozens-Ilardy, L.JJ.) have afflrnmud the
judgnent of liuckleN,, J. (1902' 1 Cil. 226 (noted ante vol. 38,
P. 29S), but no twvo of them arree. The action .%a-; for specific
performance of a contract for the sale of land, and the point in
dispute wvas as to the interest payable on the purci1ase rnonev and
the l1ability of the vendors for an occupation reîit. The condi-
tions provided that if froin any cause other than the %vilful default
of the vendors the purchase 1vas nlot compirletedi b' in. 2, H8199,

the purchase rnonc), was to bear interest at 5 per cent. The pur-
chaser tendere(l a draft deed, to a clause in which the veidors
objected, and they made a change whicli the purchaser refuscd to
accept. The vendors then thireatened to canicel the contrite if the


