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on condition that they should be subject to a general lien.for aniy
moneys due to the coînpany frotn the owners*of the goods on
any account whatever, The plaintiffs paid ail freight a nd
charges in respect of the carrnage of the goodsq. and, while the
goods were stili in the possession of th'e ra.ilway coimpilnyý,' the;4
plaintiffs stopped theni iii transitu. The buyers were indebted
te the defendants il:, the sum of £1.170 whieh did flot includfe
any freiglit or charges on the goods in question, and they claimed
that, under the terins of the consigunment note, flîey hiad a lien
on the goods as against the plaintiffs iii respect of the £1,170;
but Pickford, J. , held, that aithougli the words of the eonsign-
nment note were wi'ïte enotigh to extend considertably fuitlher,
yet that the condition ought to be read as mieaning th:ît the rail-
way company should not; be bound to deliver the troods to thec
consignee until hie had diseharg<1 any debt due by hiin to the
railway; but that it ought not to be read as erèatiing a lien on
the goods as against persons wvho had nothing to do with the
debt, and, therefore, that the defendajits %vvc flot entitled to
hold the goods as again.st the -laintiffs.

8111P-CHAR~TEa R T-EtR.El>Itr O)F ii'n~
SPECFIED-DETENTION 0F 5S111P BE1YOND RF.%SiN.AB1E TINI.E-

fl.~MAGs-MAStREOF DA~MA.GES.

Westerit SteuamYship Co. v. Amarai 1913), :3 X..366. Tihis
wvas an action hyv vessel owners to reeovvr daiages frorn the
charterer, for detention of the chartered vessol. The eharter
party provided thiat if the slip was detainedl at thnr port of dis- ý
charge after the e: piry of the. hiy dayýs, deinurrage -shiouii lie
payable at a specified rate; but %,-as silent as to the period for
whichi she could bie kept on dleiuvrage. The v'essel iirrived aI

thepor ofdiseharge onmac7.tn i adamexid
onî May 3.~ b ut sac was not diseiîargeu umitil Jiil 14. 'Tiche.
plaintiffs contended that the defendaiits were entitled bo de-
tain the vessel for a reasolnahie tiiiite, lit as t l1oy du et ir
longer thin Nwas reasonalie, tlîey elauiid to reeov'Qi W4!imgn
for the pcriod 1beyoid( what, was à reasomiable tinie, which the3'
elaimncd should flot be nimasred by the, rate speeified for de-
i>iiirrage: but lira>,, T., whio t ried tht' émtimi, was of thie Opinion
thaI the plaintif! had a righit to take awvthe ship if it were (le-

îý tained beyond a reasonmble time, but that if they chose to let it
remain, the denirrage rate of t.o111pci1satio1n applied to the
whoù' period of detention.


