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RE VIEI WOF CURRENT ENGLISH CASES.

(Regiatered in accordance vWWl thti Copyright Act.)

SHIP-CIIARTER-PAIITY-CHARTERERS TLIABILITY TO CEASE ON

SHIPMENT 0F CARGO- -VARIANCE BETWEEN CIfARTER-PARTY

AND BILL 0F LADIN G- SrnPo'WNERS' LIfEN-CAPTAIN TO

SIGN BuI11 O F LADING IN PRESCRIBED) FORM-NO LIEN AS

AGAINST BILL 0F LADING-LIABILITY 0F CHARTERER FOR

DELAY AT PORT 0F DISCIIARGE.

Jeniieson v. Secretory of Sti2te for India (1916) 2 K.B. 702. This
Nvas an action by shipoNwners against the charterer of tF -essel
for (lelay ii, unioa(lilg the cargo. The charter party j- vided
that the Captain shjuIld sign bis of lading in a prescrilied form,
witbout prejudice to the charter-party; that the diseharge should
be at a specified rate by <lay, that the Captain should have a lien
on the cargo for freight, demurrage, and other lawful claims,
against the charterer: and that the charterer's liabilitv should
ccase on the 0iipmenit of the cargo, provided the cargo ivas worth
the freighit an(1 demurrage. Tfle captain signed bills of lading
in the prescribed forin which (11( not provide for any rate of
discharge, flot give any lien to the shipowners for freighit, demur-
rage, or other clainis. Dea rs ndisclîarging of the cargo,
and the avtion was brouglit for four days' dexnurrage. The
de(fenidanit, the charterer, ciaimed to be reivdfroin liability
by reason of the cesser of liabilitv clause: but Rowlatt, J., who
tried the action, lIeld, adol)ting the language of Lord Esher, M.R.
in 'h ick v. Radford (1891) 1 Q.B. 627 and Haiiseni v. Harrold
(1894) 1 Q.B. 612, that ' It cannot be assumed that the shipowner,
*,Vithout any niercantile reason, w1oul(1 give up by the cesser
ehîusv righits wvhich lic stipulated fîýr in another part of the eon-
tract,- the defoecc therefore failed.

1,ANI)LORD AND TENANT-OUTBREAK 0F WVAR-ALIEN ENEMY

LESSE;FE-IIENT A(ýCRUED AFTER WAR DECLARED--SUJ1-LEAS-E

('OvNANTFOR INDEMNITY-THiiiD PARTY NOTICE-JtJD.

ACT 1873 (36-37 VICT. c. 66) s. 24, s.s. 3-(ONT. RULE 165)
-TRADING W-ITII TmE l'NIimy ACT (4-5 GEo. V. c. 87) s.1,

s.s. 2.

Ilalsey v. Lou'cif'Icd (1916) 2 K.B. 707. This was an appeal
fromn the ducision of iiidley, J. (1916) 1 K.B. 143 (noted ante,
vol. 52, 1). 187). Th'le a ct ion was aginst an alien enemy to recover


