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consider their verdict, and, after the judge had left the Court, they
stated to the associate that they had agreed on theïr verdict on
two points, but could flot agrce on the third, and ýhey then
separated for the night. In the morning on coming before the
judge they gave a verdict on ail three points. To this verdict
they attemnp*ed to attacli a condit;ý,n, but on being infornied o)y
the judge that they could flot dG su, they withdrew the condition.
Judgment was given at the trial on the findings of the jury in
favor of the plaintiff for £1 ,052. The defendant appealed,
contending that the verdict was invalid by reason of the separation
of the jury before it had been given. But the Court of Appeal
(Lord Reading, C.J., and Scruttoni, J.A.) determined that aithough
a jury which separý,tes before they have given a verdict are
guiity of misconduct, which in crinal cases is sufficient to render
their verdict nuil and void, as was recently decided in Rez v.
Kelleridge (1915) 1 K.B. 467 (noted ante vol. 54, p. 24,; the
same strict rule did flot apply in civil cases, and there appearing
to 1)e evidence to warrant the verdict in question, it was allowved
to stafl(l: the fact that the jury had sought to make theii I~nswer
to a question subjeet to a condition was ht-id to be no gro nd of
Objection, thev hiving subsequently sul)mitted to answcr without
anv condition.

Sý1îli'îNGSHmPPREa OBLIGATION TO SHIIPOWNER-Dk'LAY IN
DISCH-ARGE 0F CARGO - DEMURRA<F - LiABILITY OF

Mifh'UGo.v. SWc (116)2 KB. 10.Thiswxas a case statc'l
by arl*itralors. The, matter in dlispute xwas as to the liabilitv
Of the chartirer of a vessel to the slhipownier for (lemurrage in the
followiing circunistances: Steel & (Co. the elartercis of a ship)
bclonging to Mitchell (o. shipped thercon a cargo of nie for
carriag(' to Piroeus. Lt wvas kniown to Steel C'o. that, witiIolit the
pPrmiss',zn o>f the British (Govemmirent, there rniglt 1w delay la
(lischarging the cargo, although they thoughit they w~ould he
able1 t<) oltaifl the necessfry permission. The shipowner did
not know, and( coufl îîot rcasonahly have known, that sucbi
permission was neessary, atnd Steel (Co. did not inforin thi"m.
The ebarterers were in fart unable to obtain the permission and
(lelay aroge and( Atkini, J., who heard the motion on the cs
statcd, held that the cliarterers were under an obligation to
coinmunicate to the shipowncrs the facts affecting the risk of a
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