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NAAIN-E iauRa&NCUq-RuNrnNG DON CLAUSE- DAlAGE IN CON-
f SEQt'ENCE 0F COLLIZICN.

France Fenwcick & Co. v. Herchants Marine Iure. Co. (1915)
3 K.B. 290. The Court of Appeal (Lo-d Reading. C.J., Ea0yj,
L.J., anid Bray, J.) have affirmed the decision of Bajihache, J.
(1914) 3 K B. 827 (roted ante p. 33), but on somewhat différent
grounds to those relitd an by that Iearned Judge.

PRAcrICE-LiBEL-JUSTIFI ATION -CHAIkACTER A'<D REPUTA-

T!-Ol-PRTICULIkRS OF JUSTIFICATION - ACTS OCCURRING

ALrER DA'TE 0F PUBLICATrOx.

Maisel v. Financial Timnes (191.5) 3 K.B. 336. This was an
action for ibel, charging that the plaintiff, a managing director
of a canlpany, was of had reputat ion, ani was likely ta have mnis-
appropriated the funds of the cornpany. The defendants pleaded
justification, and. being ordered ta deliver particulars of their
defence, set out facts which sumppnrted and justified the words of
the alleged libe! whicb had taken placie after the publication oi
the alleged libel. The M\aster, on motion in Chambers, had struck
out so mueh of the particulars as related to events subsequent
to the libel, but Ridlev, J., rc.versed the order, and tâe Court of
Appeal (Cozcns-Hardy, MilR., and Pickford and Warrington,
L'.JJ.) affirmed the order oý Ridley, J. As Pickford, L.J., puts it:
To the question whether, witere the're is a pl-a of justification, it
is possible ta give, in support of the pica, particular-, alleging facts
wh', n occurred after the libel. it is impossible to answer ves or
rio, because it depends on the nature of the libel, and also on the
naiture of th acts relied on. Here ýhc lihel was published in. the
middle of Januarv and the acts relied on were dou-e about the mid-
(lie ai the following February, and continued, as allege(l, svstem-
aticallv iinfil the fol'o, ing Niay, on aIl which occarsions, as was
:illegekir the plaintiff, fiaving the- opportunity, had uwted fraudu-
Iently. Such particulars were considered theref ire admissible.

SHW-('nxTEnPARTY-SALE ul.' STIP. AND RIc.I>T 1QNDER CHARTER

I'AaTV-EITALOF CIIARTERER TO IOAD SlIP.

FraclhSorc~L2wv. Biicrger (1915) 3 K.B. 367. The Court
,)f Appeal (Eadvy, Phillimore, and Banke4, L.JJ.), have affirined
the judgnient of Atkiin, J. (1915) 1 K.B 307, noted ante p.
242. The case is not any authority that as a gencral rule a ship
which is the 8ub)jeet of a charter party cari he sald 80 ns ta trarte-
fer to the puirehiser the vendor's duty of perforrning the charter


