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after a delivery elapsed.reasonable time Instead, plaintiff’sfor had

goodsevidence that no ofnotice his failure to receive the wasshows
shipmentthe for nineconveyed to defendant months after their and

presented.no claim ever beenthat written has
ofcontention that the failure the defendant to notifyPlaintiff’s

goodsofhim of the arrival the at their destination noticewas to it
purposeof of the and that the ofgoods,the loss therefore the con-

requirement presentationtractual of of thethe claim within four
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Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.


