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signors may flot unreaaonably be aaid to have beeii the potential
"ýowners" and týe bill of ladiîig might well bie construed to re-
fer to the confignors or conuignees according an th2 one or the
other should uitimately prove to be de jure " owners." The de-
cision appears to be distinctly inequitable and to involve a con-
struction of the contraet 'which the parties could hcrdly have
contemplated, and which the Court should be slow to give effeet
to.

SHIP-CHIARIER PARTY - FREIGIIT PAYA~BLE PFn' CITBIC FAITIIOM%

MEAtSUREMWET-WRONC, METIIOD %DOPTED--COqT 0F REMEAS,,,-

uREmENT-LABT3LITY OF CJL.RTERER.

Mferryweather v. Pearsoný (1914), 3 K.B. 587. The question
invoIved in this case turned uipon the construction of a charter
party which provided that the charterers would load a cargo of
timber and that freight should hie payable at a specified rate
Dper intaken pilcd fathom of 216 cubie feet." The ship was

loaded but the ineasure was taken on an improper basis. and on1
the arrivai of the ship at the port of diseharge. the shipowîîers
alleging that the bilh of lading ineasurerient was inaccurate. had
the cargo rettieastired on the correct hasis and it wvas founid th
consist of a much larger nuitiber of fathoms than that mentionedt
in the bill of lading. Baihache, J., who tried tht, actioni. hehi
that it was the daty of the charterers to have had the cargo se-

curitely ineasured nt( the port of laaing, and( flot having doiiv
so they were hl1e to the owiicrs for the cost of reînie.asureîîîenit,

INFANT - ('ONT1ACT - MONEY LENT, FR.U'-iM1'LT I'RNT-

TION OIF INFANT .%I -iiý 11T9 .AGE-EQ('iT.HI1, RELIEF.

Lt'slie v. Sh(1 ill 1914), :3 K.B. 607. This ivas an appeil froni
a decision of Ilorridge, J. 'lie action wvas against an infant for
iînoncy lenît on the isreprc(svnitaitioii of the infant that lu, wa,,
of agi'. Ilorridgc, J1., gave *iud4ineîît for the plai!ltiffs on the
gromnd of the fraud of the defendaîît, as enititling the plainitiffs
to equitahie relief; bui the' ( omrt of .Appeal (.jorîl Sumîner.
Kennîedy, L,J., and Laurene,. J.), rever ied his judgment onth
grouind tliat the actioun was in substaîiee a, flctiaxi of contract
sud thte pica of infancy was a good answer ,to the. action, and
that the defendant was under no equitable liability to thc plain-
titi. The defendaîît 'vas ordere(l to pay the eomt.s of th(' issup as
to frauld ou wvlîich lit' failed.


