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no contract for cariage in fact was made with the &fendants,
and what had taken place on the proeution ui the thief clid flot
ainount to a ratification of a contract for carrnage, but inerely
to the ratification of a bare balrent.

SHTP-SHIP REQUI21TIONE») BY ADmIE ALTY -CRARTERPARTY-

ABBENcE~ OF LIGHTS IN PURSUANCE 0F ADMIIIALTY INBTRUC-
TXýONS-COLLISION-"CON8ZEQUENîCE 0F WARI.IKE OPERA-~
TIONS "-" CAUtE ARISINGAAS EA RI3K."

British and Foreign S.S. Co. v. The King (1917> 2 K.B. 769*
This was a petition of right tz) recover for the cost of a ship re-
quisitioned by the A driralty in the following circunistances:
The requisition wus made subjeet to the terms of a charterparty
whereby it was provided that the Adrniiralty shail not be held
liable if the vessel shall be lost in consequence of any cause arisirig
as a sea risk, but the Adxniralty took the risk "of ail consequences
of hostilities or wanhike operations." The ves-'el carne into col-
lision with a French battleship and wa8 lost. The collision was
due to the fact that both vessels were steaining without lights,
due to warlike operations and neither vessel wau to blarne for the
collisior, Rowlatt, J., held that the Admairalty was liable for tàle
loss, as being one due to warlike operations and not to an ordinary
sea risk.

PRINCIPAL ANI) AGrNT---SALE 0F GOoDE-CONTRACT MIADE "FOR
AND ON BEHALF OF" A FORPION PIRINCIPAL--SIGNATURE BY
AGENT WITHOUT QUALIFICATION-RiGHT OF AGENT TO SUE i
ON CONTRAc-F.O.B. CONTRACI-PROHIBITION AGAINST ZX-
PORT-LicENCE TO EXPORT---ON WHOU DUTY TO APPLY FOR

LICENBE ItEBTS.

Braýidî v. Morriq (1917) 2 K.B. 784. This was an action on a
contract for the sale of oil f. o. b. in Manchester. The contract
on its face purported to be mnade by H. 0. Btandt & Co. " for and
on behahf of Messrs. Sales Blacheries" but wa8 signed by Brandt
& Co., without aily qualification. It was contended that Brandt
& (Do. had ne right te eue. After the contract was mnade the
expert of oil was prohibited by an Order-in-Counkil, and this
prohibition existed during the greater part of the tiine fixed by
the contract for the delivery of the oil, but licences to expoi't
were granted in certain cases. The action wus brought by the
buyers for bresch of contract in not delivening the oil; Lawrence, J.
held that the plaintiffs were parties to the contract and entitled


