
'g~ strict sense ef that terni, and that a c.rgman having the. cure of sauls is a
>w such, in no cms "a public offiSc. *1It is not etiough that the due discharge

the of the duties of the offi-cb should b. for the public benefit in a secondary. or
Pli. remot3 sens."
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In Shophèrd v. Berger (z89!r), i Q.B. 597, the action was brought by a lemsr
bi. ta recover possession of the demnised prernises. -uer a proviso for re.ently con-ý

tained in the lease, to the effect that Ilif and whenever'* any one quarter's rent
ng~ should be in arrear twenty-one dayu, and no sufficient distress could b. Weied,

the lessor shauld be entitled to re-enter. Thcee quarter?' rent was in arresz otr
he 2.ajth March, z89o; on the z5th April, i8go, the lessor distrained, and after the
he sale of the distrrsa there reniained due more than a quarter's rent. On the
as 25th May the writ issued. The Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Bowen

ad and Fry, L.JJ.), averruling Day mnd Laurance, JJ., were of opinion that the
». plaintiff was ent itled ta succeed by virtue of the words Ilif and whenever," which

s- Bowen, L.J., considered were tantaniount to "if a1id au often as," and that
p- whienever the two conditions co-existed, viz., a quarter's rent in arrear for
.t. twenty-one days, and no sufficient distress, the plaintiff's right of re-entry arase.

!d SHIP-BtLL oir LAniNO;-SHp-0wNrR's LIABiLrTY-D£VIATQM-- NECESSZTY,'

VI Phclp,: v. Hil (i89!), i Q.B. 6o.5, was an action for non-delivery of goods
V. pursuant to bill of lading of goods shipped in the defendant's vessel. The vessel
:0 had started on her voyage, but being overtaken by bad weather was damaged,

afiand had to put back for repa.irs. She was taken to Bristol, and an her way there
,e was run into by another vessel and sunk. The plaintiffs contended that the.

deviation rendered necessary for the purpose of repairs wvas only sa far as the
* nearest port where such repaire could have been properly effected and the cargo

* properly dealt with, which was either Queenstown or Sw ansea, either of which
a places was nearer than Bristol. But the. Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lapes and

Kay, L.JJ.) were of opinion that where thu master, in bond* fide exercise of his
jtidgment, for the benelit of bath the ship.owner and the owner of the cargo,
chooses a port in preference to a nearer one, the court or jury ouglit iiot an ligit

ygrounds to corne ta the conclusion that the deviatian was unauthorized. The.
t action therefore failed, there being circumstances shown warranting the taking of
tthe ship to Bristol rather than ta eitiier of the other ports named.

SdIP-BILL <'P LADING-EXCEPTION OF "PIRATES, RBSERS, OR TIIIEVES, OF WIIATEVER XIND,
WHRTIIER ON BOARD OR SOT, OR DY LAND OR SICA "-TUENT DY PERDONS IN BERVICE OF 8H-fI'.

Steiiînaft v. A nge> Lino. (z891), i Q.B. 6zg, was another action for non-de-
livery of goods, pursuant ta a bill of lading, which contained an exception clause

* whereby the. defendants were not ta be liable for lasses caused (inter alia) Ilpi.
Srates, rôb-eers, or thieves, af whatever kind, whec'her on board or not, or by land

or sea, ramn, spray, barratry of the muster or inarinerg," etc. The. judge at th.
S trial found that the. goeds in question wore stolen, after being shipped, by sorn. or

one of the. stevodores, T he stevedore waé, by the terma of the. charter-party..


