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© 1, A eharter-party provided that the ship
..ghould proceed to a cortain port, and there, or
a near theroto as she oould safely got, deliver
the sargo In tho customary manner, but said
nothing as to the time to be ocoupled iu the
_ discharge. While the ship was unloading, the
puthorities, owing to o threatened bombard-
mont, refused for several days to allow any of
the eargo to be smloaded.  Held, that the con-
tract implied &y law was that ench party
- would use reasonable diligence in performing
- that part of the duty of unloading which fell
. on him, aud was not that the diseharge should
. be completed within the time usval at the port;
and that therefors tho ship-owner could not
recover damages from the charterer for the
delay.- Ford v. Cotesworik, Law Rep. ¢ Q.
B, 147,

2, A shipper ean sue in admiraity the
owners of the vessel for damage to his goods
csused by negligencn of the crew, though the
vessel was under charter, if the shipper did
not know of the charter, and if the maater put
up the ship as a goneral ship.—The Figlia
Maggiore, Law Rop. 2 Adm. & Ece. 100

8. The plaintiffs were indorsoes of the bill
of lading of n cargo, which, acoording to the
charter-party which referred to the bill of la-
ding, was to be unloaded at 8. at the vsusl
place of discharge.” Or arriving at 8. the
master put into the A. dock, when the plain-
tiffs ordered him to remove the ship to the B.
doek, which the master refused to do until he
kad been paid the expense of entering the &,
dock, Both docks were places of delivery for

- glmilar sargoes. In & seit for breach of con-
tract for uon-delivery of oargo: ficid, that
the master was justiied in mooring in the A.
dock, but having reccived directions to muve
to the B. dock was hound to obey them.—The
Feliz, Law Rep. 2 Adm. & Bes. 273,

4, The payment of & faro is necessary to
constitute & ¢ pasgenger” whose presencs on
board imposes the obligation, under the Mer-
chont Shipplag Act, 1854, 5. 864, of taking o
pilot.— T Lion, Law Rep. 2 Adm. & Bee. 102,

See Bisn or Lavivg 3 Borroxay Boxp: Cor.
118108 ; Damagey, 2, 8; Freraur; INsvne
ANCE} Priomiry, 2; Broreace 1N TRAN-
81ty Wiy, 1,

Branpsn.
In on sotion for slander, a new trial will not

of damages.—Foradike v. Stone, Law Rep:
0. P, 607,
Sce InTeRROGATORIES, 1§ LinEL,
Sovicrron—Ses ATTORNEY.
Speorrio PRRFORMANCE. .
In a sult for specific performance, a pﬁra :
ohaser will be forced to take » title whish'
appenrs to the Court of Appeal to be good,
though the judge of the sourt below was of-a-
different opinion; that fact notheing sufficlont

Law Rep. 4 Ch. 280
See Covexaxt, 2; Parrvarspir, 15 Troer,
8: VExpor axp Puronaser of Reay
EsraTs, 1.
SrirrrvatisM~—Ses UNDUR INFLURNCE
Sranp,

The Inland Revenus Department alluwing a
disoount to persens purchasing a large smount
of stamps, a clerk of the patents had been ao-
oustomed to buy stamps for the sccommoda.
tion of tho patentees, purchasing them at o
discount, but charging the patentees thelr full
value. Jifcld, that he mugt nosount to the gor
ernment for any profit made on stmmps par-
chased with public moneys, but not for any
profit made on stamps purchased with hisown
money.—Aitorney-General v. Edmunds, Low
Rep. 6 Eq. 881,

See BANRRUPTCY, 2.

STATUTE,

A contract entered into by n company whioh
is ultra vires is not ratified by references to it
in subsequent loeal and personal acts of Par-
llament, not expressing any divect Intention to
confirm it.—Kent Const Railwey Co. v. Londor,
Chatham, and Dover Railway Co., Law Rep. 3
Ch. 656,

SrATUTE oF FRAUDE—See CONTRAOT.

Srarure oF Liyirarions—See Tenazoy 1x Cons
MoR, 2.

Srock Excuaxos—~See Cueront; 8ane, 2-0,

Srorracr IN TRANSITU.

A., st Bahis, elipped o curgo by the order
and at the risk of B., of Glasgow, in a ship
chartered by 4. The charter-.arty provided
that the ship should procecd ¢ either direct ot
via Falmouth, for orders to & port in Grest
Britaln, and deliver ‘ho cargo in counformity
with tho bill of lading.” The hill of lading
stated that the ship was **bound for Falmouth
for orders,” and that the cargo was to be
delivered *to order or its assigns.” A. eedl
to B., the charter-party, the bill of lading,
indorsed to ¢ B, or order,” and the iuvoioe,
which stated that the cargo wae shipped +* for
the nocount and risk of B., fur Falumwuth, fur-

be granted on the mere , round of Insuficiency

to conatituta o doubtful title.—~DBeiolsy v. Uarter, .




