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on. The prosecutor had Pe.itted to give notice to proitice the
notice pogted up in the faetory and offered secondary. evidence
of it-Q contents. The magistrates held that the notiee coild have
been pi'oduced, and was subject to the ordinary rules .,f evidence
and that as no nlotice to produce it had been given, secondary
evidence of its contents was inadnii;sible; but the Divisionni
Court (Ridley, Serutton and Baihache, JJ.) though't ht ', he
document in question was within the exception to the rule, _~s
being a case in which the production of the original document
would be phYsically impossible <'r highly inconvenient; because
the Act required that the notice in question should be kept con-
stantly on the -walls of the factor- and ýa breach of that provi-
sion rendered the occupier of the 'actory liable t0 a fine. The
magistrater, were. therefore, held to have erred.

ADMIRALTY-DA MAGE TO CAIRGO--BREýACH OF CONTRAcT-TEmRueH
BILL OF LAiDiNG-TRANS111PMEN'r- UNSEAWORTHZY LIMITER-

S'HIPPERS IK m' EXPENSE -SIIIPOWNERS' LIA-
BHALTY.

The Gallilco (1914) P. 9. This was an action igaingt a ship-
owner to recover for loss of cargo in the following circumstances.
Thc goods in question were shipped at New York on board the
defendants' steamship to he carried to Hull and there tran-
shipped lido another of the defendants' steainships for convey-
ance Io a port in Mweden. The through bill of lading contained
ainoîuz other eo;î(ditionis the following, "to he delivered in like
good order aud condition nt the port of Hll, to be thence tran-
shipped. at ship's expense and at shippers' risk, to the port"
in Svedcui. ''It is iiîuutial agreed that the carrier shall have
liberty to eonvey goods in craft or lighters to and from the
Steamer at the risk of the owners of the goods. That the carrier
shahl not ha' hable .. . for risk of craft, hulk, or tranship-
nit.'' and " the gôoods are suh.ject Io any further clause.- in the
bis of hading in use by the route beyond Hull1 ani the liahility
of ecd carrier is limited f0 its own uine." T''he gooa4 nrrivel iii
good order nt Hll and werc there transf,ýrred to a lighter w.hilst
wvaiting b hbe transhipped bo another of the dfefondanits' steani-
ships; for conveyance to Siveden. Th(- lighter proved to be un
se» worthiy and sank with the plaintif-s' goods. The question,
therefore, was whethcr hîaving regard to the terms of the bill of
la(hing the defendants were liable for the loss, and the Court oif
Appeal (Lords Parker ani Sumner and Warrington,.I.) affirming
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