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and ships which mnembers xnight be authorized to insure in their own name~
The policy %vas in favor of the part-owner by whom the insurance was effected,
and the rights of the plaintiffs as part-owners were not clisclosed. The acti0.1ý
Nvas brought by the plaintiffs against the association to recover for a loss onth
policv ; but Wright, J., hcld that the action could not be maintained, thu,-
establshing the converse of the rule laid down by the Court of Appeal in Uniwed
Kingdouz Mittuel SteamsLip Association v. Nevili, 19 Q.B. iio (see ante vol. 23, P.
291), where it wvas held that a person flot a member of the association could not-
be sued for the assessinents needed to rnake good losses, on the ground of his
being an undisclosed principai for whose benefit an insurance was effected.

SiPECAr RIATUToRV RENIEDY FOR RECOVEMV OF MIONEN '--'OCEI-:DINGýS tINIER SPECIAL ACT, B',R TtO

1l 'eruO) V. -io (1891), 1 Q.13. 400, IPollock, B., and Charles, J., following
Kuiglut v. Jl'hitmore, 5,j L.T.N.S. 4oo, held that wherc a statute gave a special
remcdy for the recovery of îiioney inisappropriated, including imprisournent, if
the mionev were flot ppid, and tespecial remnedy had been pursued, but had
proved ineffectual ta recover the inoney, that nevertheless a civil action for the
înoney 'vas barred.

I Ns R.C-ACIIRNT-4ON~TIUCT(NOF iOLXtC\-TXME), COMPIUTATION MF-NSU RANCE "FROM " A
I)A il'- ANV% ONF HW.

In T/iL' Southi S'trfodlic rnca Co. v. T/he Sickness (ý' A ccident A Jssur'ance
Associat~ion, (î8 9 n., i Q.B. jO2, two points of construction were decided. The
action \ývas, on a policv of insurance against -"daimis for personal inj ury in respect
of accidents caused bv vehicles for tw-elve calendar rnonths from Nov-embe)r 24,
1887,' to the amount of "£25o in respect of any one accident ." 011 4t h Nov.,
i8,88, one of the plaintiffs' tram-cars wvas overturned, and forts' persons were
injured, and the plaitiifs becaine Hiable to pay claii .., ,vhich, in the aggregate,
amnounted ta [8,3j. he first question wvas wvhether the accident hiad happened
Nvithin the periocl insured. Day and Laurance, JJ., field that it had, that the
expression - fromn "excluded the 24 th Novernber, 1887, but încluded the 2q4 th
November, 1888. The other point raised was whether the accident xwas "one
accident," and wvhether, thorefore, the defendant's liability wvas limitCd ta _ý250;
or 'vhether the injurv to each of the forty persans w~as a separate accident, and
thcir liability cxtended to the aggregate ainouint of the several dlaims. Day, J.,
held that it Nvas but one accident, and the plaintiffs wce only entitled to £250,
but Laurancc. J., was uf a contrary opinion ;and thc, Court of Appeal (I ord
Esher, M.R., and Bmoven and Fry, L.JJ.) wýjre unanimous in agreeing with
Laurance. J., that, according ta the truc intention cf the policv, the injurv' ta
ecd person constituted a sepirate accident, and, therefore, that the plainitifs
Nverc entitled ta rc-cover the wvhole £833.

Bu F kCIANO .- INF Nf.NE E~A î~ -43îî OF E~XCHANGE AcT, (5. V cr., -33, . 22, c.I;u ;'c S0/tYkoff (1891), 1 Q-B. 413 the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher. .,
and Briwen and Lopes, L.JJ.) held that an infant cannot give a valid bill 0
exchange or promissorv no te, even for necessarics.


