
ENGL1SH CASES. 435

possible delay, and rlot ha-,ing donc se, were liable for the de-
murrage claimed.

DEFAMATION - LIBEL - PUB3LICA&T[O- - LErI'LR ADDIIESSED
TO ONE PERSe! OPENED BY ANOTHER.

Powell v. Gel-sion (1916) 2 K.B. 615. This w-as an action for
libel, and the sole question involved was whether or flot there
had been a publication of the libel. The plaintiff advertisecd bis
house for sale and the advertisement, was answ-ered 1w- H. W.
l'ohlard %who contcmplated purchasing the house. and who re-
questedi his son to -write to the defendant to make certain inquiries
about the plaintiff. The son F. W. Pollard accordingly wrote
to the defendant asking for the information, and proi.hising nwt
te let the plnintiff know that the defendlant had writtcn. The-
(leendftnt sent a reply containîng the allcgcd Iih(-l a rs~ to
F. W. Pollard at his oN-n resi(lencoe, but the father H. 'X. P'oliard
who happcned to e ?staying iti bis son receive( I li( l(-tter iii
bis son's albence and opened and read the contents. and ii was fot
sevn or rcadl l> F. W. Pollard. Bray, J., who tricd tuev actioll,
hield that the unauthorized opening of the letter bY- the fath<-r dIi<l
flot amount to a pubîlication for w' ic-h the de(fe-ndanit wa.s fiablv.

IIZ7E CUurI-SEIZURE OF CAI1(O-RELEASE OF î'ît)u j:vn
('LAM }(I FI-,ICIIT -.JI-EISDI( TIeN.

The ('or.çicnn P?-ince (1916t P. 195i. In this case t he ( or-ican
l>rince was a British shptl 'ith a cargo of barlcyvocnsigiio-d to
Haniburg froîn Odlessa. On its arrival at Fnlniouth the- cargo
wvas seizced and sold I v or(ler of the I>rize C'ourt anal the proveed(s
paid into Court. UAn an application for condlemnation anI order
wvas miaîle for paymnent out of the proceeIs to - Russian Bank and
others of the net proceds of their partions of Ille vargo, sul1hject
t<) the payient of the charges of thew shipowners for freight - An
applica.tion w-as thon made to transfer the pro(-ev(fifgs to the(
Conm-ercial (Cour-t te adijust thc riglit of the cargo owh-i(-rs andi
siiipownc(rs in respect cf the balance cf the proveeds-. 1-vins,

h.>I. owevcr hcld that. the Prize Court baing once acquire(i
,luris(ietion was comnpetcnt, andl had exclusive jurisdiction te
deMa wvit1î incidentai questions afTccting the subject. Matter cf thc
scîzure, notwithstanding there mnay have been a -voluntary rele-ase
before the incidentaI question arose.


