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sponsible, but the House of Lords (Lord Findlay, L.C., and Lords
Dunedin, Shaw, Parker & Wrenbury) held that the defendants,
by interfering with the natural course of the Stream, and not
providing an. adequate ohannel, were liable for the damage
resulting, and the decision below was affirmed.

PRizE CouitT-NEUTRAL CLAIMANT-TRANSFPER TO ENEMY AFTER
SEIZURE-BILL OF LADflNO AGAINST ACCEPTANCE-PURCHAS-
ER, ORt AGENT FOR SALE.

The Prinz Adaibert (1917) A.C. 586. This was an appeal by
neutral shippers, carrying on business in the United States,
against the condemnation of 2 parcels of lubricating oil con-
signed by the appellants in the German ship Prinz Adalbert to a
flerman coinpany at Haniburg, and seized at FaL .9uth on
August 5, 1914. The appellants produced a copy of the invoice
for 290 barrels which referred to thein as "consigned for sale"
by the German cornpany "with returns to" appellants, and a
copy of the invoices for 86 barrels referring to ffhern as "sold
f.o.b. ex Steamnship Hamburg." Evwis, P.P.D., held that the
propcrty in both parcels passed to the German cornpany on
shipmcnt, and consequently condiemned thein as lawful prize.
It was contended on behaif of the appellants that the German
consignees were merely agents for sale, rather than. purchasers,
buit that, in either case, the handirg of the bis of lading against
acceptances indicated tlrnt no property was to pass in the goods
until the drafts were accepted, which did not take place until 10
August, 1914, after the date of seizure. The Privy Council
(Lords Parker, Sumner, Parmoor, Wrenbury and Sir Arthur Chan-
neil) were unabie to agree with the Judge below that the property
in the goods passed on shipment, but agreed with the appellants'
contention that the property in the goods did not pa-ss until the
drafts were accepted. When the drafts were in fact accepted
did not clearly appear, but their Lordships hold that the property
certainly passed to the consignees before the appella,.:ts made
thoir claini as owners, and therefore their titie failed, and the
appeal was disniissed.

I N'SURANC E (ACCIDENT)--SPRAINED WRisT--LATENT TTJBElWU'T-
Lo8is-T3TAL DISABLEMET- 'EXCLUSIVELY 0F ALL 0'rHER

Fidelity & Casually Co. v. M1ilchell (1917) A.C. 592. This was
an appeal froin the Appellate Division of the Supreine Court of
Ontario affirining a decision of Middleton, J. The action was


