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Of Ippeal. (Buckley, Phillimore, and Pickford, L.JJ.) have
affirmed the judgment of the Divisional Court (1914) 2 K.B.
M7 (noted ante vol. 50, p. 347) to, the effect that under thue

3foney Leaders -Act, 1900 (63-64 Viet. e. 51) (sc R.S0O. c. I75, s.
4). the questions wh2-ther interest charged by a moncy leader is
excessive. and whetber a transaction by a money leader is harsh
and uneonscionable are questiors for the judge and flot for the
jary.

C0NTRACT-A-GREEMENT TO BUILD STE.XXSiHiip-DEUVýEWR WiITHIN

.SPECIFIED TiME-EXCEPIfO-N.--FRCE MAJEURE -INDIRECT

EFFECT OF STRIKE - BRE-tKDOWNý OF MACHINERY BAD

WEATHER.

Ma'tsoiikîs v. Pri£stpiai (1915), 1 1(3. 681. This was an
aetion 4for a p)enalty for breaeh of a contraet for the building
of a steaniship to be ù-qivered at a specified time. The crintract
(flntained this exception. "If the said steamer is not delivcred
entirely ready to the purehaser at the aforementioned time the
builders hereby agree to pav for liquidated damagýýs (a speci-
fied pcànalty).....being execpted onlv the cause of force
majeure and for strikes of workmen A the building yard where
the vessel is being built, or at the wvorks where steel is being
manufaetured for the steamer, or any works of any sub-eontrac-

*As a resuit of the teoal strike in 1912 the works froin whieh
the defendants obtained theii materials for other sbips they
were building~ got l)Chîfd; the ship in turn to be Luilt before
the plaintiff's occupied the berth tbat .vas intendedl to be occu-
piced hy the plaintiff's mnuch longer than otherwise she would
hav,, donc anid eonsequently the pbntiff*s steamer wvas late in
bcing laid dow-n. Aecording to the finding of the jury there was
a (lelay on this aceount of sevc1ldy days. There w;as a frrther
delay of fix e days oiving to a hreakdown of înachinery. and of
two days nwing to a sbipvright 's strike. and delay %vas
also caused bv bad weather and absence of defendant 's nmen
attending football inatchies, and in attcnding the fimneral of
the shipyard manager. It ivas rlaimcd by the defendants that
ail of these causes of delay amounted tô force majeure within
the meaning of the exception;' but Baiîhache, J., who tried the
action, held that while delayq 'Iuc to. or eonsequetit upoin striküs,
aîud breikdown of inaehinery. wverc within the exeeptins. de-
lays eaused by football mavtches. bad weather, and a funeral
wcre îîot, and go far ati delays were oecasioped by the latter


