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dainage, mis-delivery, delay, or detention," unless vrising from
the wilful miscoijduct of their servants, but. not from s.ny liability
they might otherwise incur in the cIase of "ný--delivery of any
package or consigament fully and properly addressed,> and that
lno dlaimi in respect of goods for loss or damnage during the

transit" should be allowed uuless made "within three days after
delivery of the goods in r"spect of which the dlaim is made, or
ini the case of non-delivery %J any package ar consignment, witliin
fourteen days after despatch." The goods in question consisted
of a quantity of. carcases, and on the arrivai, of the consîgninent at
its destination some of them were missing, for which the plaintiffs
made a dlaim within fourteen days of the despatch of the consign-
ment. The majority of the Court of Appeal (Buckley, and
Pic-kford, L.JJ.) agrped wîth the Divisional Court that the non-
delivery of part cf the consignxnent wa8 "non-delivery of the
consigaxnent" within the meaning of the coxîtract, and that the
dlai- waïs made in time, and that the plaintiff was entitled to
recover damnages therefor. Phillinore, L.J., dissented, on the
ground that lie thought that as the bulk of the consignment was
deliv-eîed the claim for shortage should bave been made wiihiin
three days after its deli -ery, and that it was only where the whole
consigninent was flot deli, vered that 14 davs was allowed for making
the claini.

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT'-SOLICITOR AND CLIENT-ORDER FOR
PFOTOGRAPHS FOR DEFENCE 0F CLIENT-LIABILITY 0F SO-
LICITOR-KNOWLEDGE THAI SOLICITOR IN GIVING ORDER IS
ACTING FOR A CLIENT.

1lokefield v. Duckirorth (1915) 1 K.B. 218 is a nase which will
be of interest to the profession, inasinuch as the Divisional Court
(Coleridge and Shearman, id.) have decided that wherc a solicitor
orders photographs to be made for the purposes of a client's de-
fence, and the photographer knows that the solicitor is acting
for a client, the solicitor inenrs no personal lialflity to pay for
sucli photographs.

WVILL-TRusT--LiIE INTEREST-PROVISION 1 'R CESSER IN CA-SE
0F A1TFEMPT TU ALIENATE-INCOME ACCRUNG BEFORE BUT

NOT RECEl'. ED TILL AFI'ER ALI EN ATION---APPORTIONMEFNT
ACT (33-34 VICT. c. 35), s. 2-(R.S.O. c. 156, s. 4).

In1 re Jeiikins, Wiliaim v. Jenkins (1915) 1 Ch. 46 In this
case it w"s atternpted to apply the Apportionmnent Act (33-.34
Vict. c. 35), s. 2 <(sec R.S.O. c. 156, s. 4), in the following circiun-


