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of their Lordships held that that, case was distinguislîable as there
jyýht innueiido was that the plafitfiff ''was unable to pay hi$ dlelts,''

anid here the inuendo is thar Iiewas given to, or hiad begun to
refusqe to pay 115 l(1)S

~ p- AREIIAR'Y- )EM1IIAiEV!X I TL.'E oF I, HAIOL,

l'IIOVIDED STEAMERt CAN IISCAIGE AI' TIIAT IIATY-I)ELAY

OC('ASIONED BY SHORTAGE OF LABOUR.

Alexonder v. Akli"el;ikabel, etc. (1920) A.(. S S. This also
was an appeal frorn the' Scotch Court of Session. The action
wag for demurrage by shipowners against the' eharterers of at ves8el.
The charterparty provided that the' ship >hould be Ioaded and
discharged at a specified rate per day "provided steirnwr can load
and discharge at that rate." The' vessel arrivcd at the' port of
discharge and the' o*rners and the' rharterers employed the same
stevedore to discharge, the vessel, but by reason of the' shortage
of labour it took seven davys more than ià ought to have taken to
dîseharge the' vessel and the' Ipaint*àli claixnwd for seven dilys
demnurrage. The' xajority of the House of Lords (Lords Finlay,
Cave, Dwiedin and Shaw) affirmcdI the' Court of Session in holding
that the' charterers were liable for tht' deniurrage claimc<l, aand that
the' proviso ar, to the' steamer being able to diseharge at the' sperified
rate merely applied to its physical eapacity, anîd did not extend
to any inability to discharge owing to a wiuit, of labour. Lord
Wrenbury dissented and eonsider<'d that. the' proviso t'xtended
not inorely tu the physical cftpacity and nïeehlardeatl sufficicy
of the' 8hip'ý appliances, but also ineluded,( such labour as was
reasonably necessary to operate stich appliances, and inasrnuch
as hy renson of fhe' shortage of labour the' ship's appliances for

* unloading could not 1w effectively operated, the' proviso cast upon
the' ship the' respensibility for the delay so ocrasioiied.

AOICEEMENT (OF BANK TO SUPERVISE BUSINES OF UTMI
p ~DURING HIS AB&ItNCL A&BRO.-i-BANRRI'lTC!Y O!" cus'rohmE

OWING TO NEGLIGENCE 0F I3ANK-At'TION BY BIANKRUP

AND IS TRU3STEE FOR BREACIl OF A(tHi,,IEENT-INJI.RY TO

tJREDIT AND) REPUTATION-PIIlSON.Al 110H'!'OPF BANKRUPT

TO DAMAGE-POIN'r 011 LAM' NOT 'lAKEN AT TJIA--SW

TRIAL.

Wi.8on v. Uiffted Counties JBcnk (1920) A.C. 102. This was ai)
appeal froir a judgnwnt of the' Court of Appeal. The' action
was brought, by a bankrupt and hi t rustet' to recover daniags for
breach of an tigretment mnade hy the' hankrupt before his bank-
ruptey wvith the defendants, whereby the' latter agreed to supervise


