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had exceeded its powers in. attaching thia condition, because its
power to award damages is lixnited to damages in respect of con-
struiction under a. 237 (5), and s. 47 cannot be exteILded to
enlarge that power to meet the caue of daniagea arising from the
location of the railway. As the condition faied, th 'erefore there
waa no effective approval of the proposed location of the Uine,
and the order of the Board was -emcnded.

ADumIELTY-SHWp-COLLXSioN-VssEtL iN Tow-Tow In oLLT-
SION WITZ TE=D vzsai-Tue AND THIRD VPJSM TO BtÂME-
LunBiLTY OF THIRD VWUEL.

The &acombe (1912) P. 21. In this case the facts were au
follows: a ý arge ini tow of a tug came into collision wit-h a third
vensel, owing to the fruit of the tug a.nd such third vessel. The
owners of the barge sued the third vessel for the damnages occa-
sioned by the collision. For the defendant4 it was contended
that the tow was se identifled with the tug, that it was respon-
uible for ite5 negligence, therefore it was a collision raused by
the negligenee of both vessels, and, therefore, according te the
ruie of admiralty law eaeh veasel was liable for half the damages.
The majority of thre Court of Appeal (Mouliton z rd Buckley,
L.JJ.) afflrmed thre judgment cf Deanie, J., and E~vans, P.P.D.,
to -the effect that thre tow in sucir a case is net identified with.
the tug se as to be liable for itu negligence; but that both the
tug and third vemel were ecdi able to the tow for the whole
damages sustained by the tow, and that the owners thereof might;
eue either or both of them -for the whole damages.Wihus
L.J., dissented, thinking that thre tug and -the thirý veasel were
respectively liable eaeh for only one-haif thre damaiges.
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