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Geo. V. c. 46). The plaintiff was a permanent employee of a
newspaper called the " Financial Times " and was specially emi-
ployed by the paper to translate and sumniarize a speech repcrted
in a foreign language, but this work was done in, bis own tixne andi
independently of his ordinary duties. The speech so translated
and sumrmarizeJ was published as an advertisement in the " Finan-
cial Times," with the words added, "Translated fromn the Portu-
guese language by F. D. Byrne." The. defendants, who were
publishers of another paper called the " Statist," applied to the
authority on whose behaif the advertîsement had been published
in the ' Financial News " for authority to publish it also in the

Stati "st," which wvas granted, ani a copy of the advertisement
was aceordingly published in the " Statist " as an advert.isemer.t.
l'he plaintiff claimedi as the transiator of the specch in questionî
that he was entitled to copyright in his translation whieh had
been infringed by the defcndant's publication. Bajihlache, J.,
who tried the action came to thc conclusion thait the plaintiff's
riaim was wcll founded and hie gave judgment for the plaint iff
for £150 and costs.

SAVAGE DOG-PÂRENT AND CHILD-DOG REPT BY DAtUGHTER 0F
SEVENTEEN IN HER FATIHER'S HOUSE-LiABILITY 0F FATHE-R
FOR INUJRY CAUSED DY DAUCIITER'S DOG.

NVorth v. Wood (191-4) 1 K.B. 629. This was an action broughti
for the loss of a dog in the following circumstances. The plain-
tiff owncd a Pomeranian puppy and the defendant's daugliter, a
girl of seventeen, kept at hier father's premises a bull terrier whih
w.is known to be savage and to have a particular aversiont to dogs
of the Pomeraniia.-. breed. The plaintiff was ieading lier puppy

p)ast the defendant's premises when the bull terrier rushed out
and bit the puppý, of whieh inijury it shortiy afterwards dicd.J
Tlhe action was ried in a Countv Court and was dismisscd.
The fflaintifT aPpealed, but the Divisional Court (Ridlley ani
Bial:cs, JJ.) hieM that as the daugliter wvas of sufficient age to
îiow of bier exereising control over lier (log, she ani not lier father

wvas responsible for the damnage (loue by it. The til)l)eal therefore
fililed.

('ONTIt.AÇT r-BýUILDING, C'ONTRACT'l-INTERFErE-N' 1 DY WIONG.-
DOER WITIÎ ACCESS TO PREX1ISEýS--lELAi. AND> DAMA E T
IWIDltE-IABIIITY OF BlUILD)ING OWNE1t.

lPorter v. To11cinhaiP ['rban District Council (1914) 1 KJ.
663. The plaintiff in this case hiad coul racted with the defend-


