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si.On the construction of the charter party ini this case their

lordships art; of opinion that the owners wvere to be responsible for

the navigation of the ship.

OOPYRIGHT-NEWSPAPE>t REPORTOI SPKECH-C%.OPVRt'IT AcT 1842 <à (5
VICT-, c. 45) M8 2, 3, >8-

In Wa(iter v. Leine (igo)o) A.C. 539, thc House of Lor-ds (Lord
Halsbury, L.C, and Lords Davey, James, Brampton, and Robert-
son) have overruled the Court of Appea]'s decision <t899) 2 Ch.

h 749 (noted ante, vol. 36, P. 93), Lord Robertson dissenting. The
question in controversy being whether a nem5paper report of a
public spechl could bc the subjcct of P copyright under the Copy -
right Act 1842 (5 & 6 Vict., c. 45). The Court of Appeal ncegatived
the claim, but the Lords have held that such a report may be the
subject of a copyright, and have restored the judgrnent cf North

îJ., restraining infringement of the copyright and made the iiijinc-
* tion perpetual, As Lord B3rai-pton puts it, the oral specch is fot

a " book " or the subject of copyright, it only becomes a " bouk
when the report is made, and the book is the suhject of copyright.
Lord Robertsoni's dissent was based on the grotiid that an accurate
reporter of a speech zannot be demcnd its author within the nîi an-
ing of the Copyright Act.

* ~PRINCIPAL ANO AGENT-AuRoAUuENT-sY :ssi,;Ru;eN O

AGENT- DISIONUOUR OF CHE ItS- -SPieCIAL DA.MACF.

an action to recov'er damnages ;;gainst the dcfenldiints for- dishionour-
ing the plaintiff's cheque. By an agreement madie %vith the
plaintiff's agent the d&fendants agreed to hionour the checque ini
question, in consideration of a stor-e warrant being depo.sitedi with
themn, in lieu of the cash ivhiich the plaintiff lad iîistructed his agent
to pay to the credit of thc plaintiff's accounit. TIhr store wvarrant
belonged to the plaintiff and %vas pledged to the agent, andi was
deposited by tie agent and acceptcd by the Baffnk %%itlî full
kniowled57e of the circumnstances. The B3ank contended that the
deposit of the store warrant in lieu of cash wvas beyond the
author!Vý of the agent, and thecre was, thererore, no consider-ation
for the defendanits' )romnise. The jury .ic the tia ondhat the
agrent nad no authoî .ty to substitute the warrant for cash, and thc


