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rt charter-party were cancelled. It was admitted that the whole of
he the cargo of coal could flot, even if the stiffening had been sup-

ty limited for her to be ready to, receive the cargo under the charter-
ty party. The defendants. the charterers, on that day cancelled the

charter-party, and the question was whether they were entitled so
to to do. Lord Alverstone, C.J., who tried the action, decided that
n- they were and dismnissed the action with costs; and the Court of

10 Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Farwell and Kennedy, L.JJ.)
to aflirmed his decision; tiieir lordships holding that the provision
Y, for the supply of stiffeniug, ix., ballast, for keçping the vessel

y uprighit, did not exoncrate tho owners from having the vessel
rcady to recei *ve the charterers' cargo on 31 January, and that
it could flot be said to be ready so long as any other cargo wa8 on

F board.

e ARBITRATIOIN - ARDITRATOH - QUALIFICATION - ARB3ITatATOa NOT
qWi'dFIEt>->ARTY ACTING IN ARBITRATION PROCEEDINS-
'GNORANCE OFt DISQUALIFICATION 0F ARBITRZAToR-ESTOPPEL.

In Jwngheirn v. Fotikelman» (1909) 2 K.B. 948 the plaintiffs
bruliigt the action to have it dcclared that an award made on an
arbitration betwcen the plaintiffs and defendant was nuli and
void. The plaintiffs iiad purchaged a quantity of wheat from the
([clendant subject to a condition that any dispute arising out
oý flhc contract should be referred to arbitrators, one to be ap-
J)einted by each of the parties, kind the two arbitrators having
power to appoint a third, and it %%,as furthcr provided that the ar-
I)itrîitors should ail be principals cngagcd in the corn trade as mer-
vliants. iilliers, faetors or brokers, and also menibers of one or
othe(r of eertain speciflcd assoeiati>us. The contract also pro-
v'ide(l for an appeal to a (()umnittee of appeal clectcd for flhc pur-
pose. A dispute hiaving arisen. a resort was liad to arbitration,

i thie parties attendcd flic arbitration, and an award ivas
ide iu f'avour of thc defendant Nwhich was afterwards con-
firriîcd by the cornxnittee of appeal. Neither of the arbi-
trîîtors al)pointed hy the parties %vas in fact a inember of any
41ue( of the specificd associations, but this faet was not kçnown to
the plaintiffs until after the tiward had been confiriued in appeal.
The two arbitrators had aeted as arbitrators on many occasions
under siuîilar eontraets coutaining a sinillar arbitration clause,
an[ wvre faniiliar with thic eorn tra(lc. In these circurnstances
the plantiffés contendcd that the awa.rd wvas umade by persons not


