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REVIEW 0F CURRENT ENGLISH CAS9ES.
<Register<d mn accordane~ ivith the Copyright Act.)

CEnTioRARi-LiCENSE FOR CINEMATOGRAPH EXHIBITION ('ON-
DITIONS 0 F LICENSE--OBJECTION TO CONDITIONS BY THIRD
PERSONS-"PERSON AGG.RIEVED."

Ex p. Sioti (1916) 1 K.B. 7. This was an r, plication to quash
a notice given by a licensing authoritil in the fol!owing circum-
stances-the licensing autbority had granted a license for the
hc!ding of a cinematograph exhibition subject tu a condition that
the licensee shrou!d flot exhibit any film which the licensing author-
itv should notify him not to exhibit. The licensee made an agree-
mi iut with a firmn which had acquired the -sole ri,ht to exîjibit a
certain film in the district in which the licensed thedtre was
situatedl for the exhibition of the film at his theatIre, and thereafter
the licensee was notified by the licensing authority that he was
not ti) exhihit that film. The application was theri made I)y tht'
proprietors of the film Io quash the notice, they contirnding t hat
the condlition in flic license above referred to ivas unreasonale.

:iltherefore voi(i. orv, J., refused the motion on the groi<l
thlat the aI)plicants ivere flot -p;wrsons aggrie-vetl hy the coni-
ditioii. and had no locus st(,?di to make the application.

('.~RuI~îî lRNITUk . (EoNF--LiABILITY AS NSUE >
SON EXF.RCISING A PU~BLIC EMPLOYMENT.

lVulkju,.i v. ('oQell (1916) 1 K.B. 10. l'le plaintiff ini t his vase
lîad culedthe (enedant, who carried on business as a furni-
Iturv remover, to remnove his furniture from one towîî to another.
Thue defendant made ain estimate of the' work to hoe done, and
agreed to dIo it for a certain price. There ivere no special ternis

codion -"reed to. While the goods were ïn tie lefendlat's
vîîstodY a fire broke out among them andi they ivere <lamaged.
Thea fire Nvas not due to negligence by defendaîît. 1 If almittedI
Ithat the ilefendant was not a commun carrier;' but the plaintiffsouigbt lo mnake the defendant liable for the loss on the grouind that
he wias exr Ig public emplovmnent aiw lis such implîedly
look lupon hiimself the liablilitv of a common carrier. The judge
of tli ho uty Court, hielo tl'at th", deenan il habl, buIt a
l)ivisional Ceurt (Avory & Roloiatt, .J.1.) held that there was 4
n1o 0vaenc on v;hcg it could ho ltcld t hat t he defendant, had
taken uipon iîl t hat iîibilit v.


