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on the ground that the plaintiffli were aliens andi could flot sue
while the %var Iasted, and agreed that the case should be deait with4as if the war wvere over. Mvathew, Jheld that the fac'ý that war
had not been declared prevented the seizure, though macle in con-

iii i'Ètemplation of hostilities, trom being an hostile act; and that tile
subsequent breaking out of the war did flot invalidate the contract
of insur<uice ; and that the case was flot within the rule of law
which forbids the insuranIce by a British subjeet of an alien etiny's
property; that the loss4 was covered b>' the policy and that the
plaititifs %vcre accordingly entitled to recovei.
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Bti):cep v. Indem» tity J. 3. Axs:giraeece Co, (i 90) 2 y .348,

was also an action on a policy of marine insurance in which the
Cpoint determined by the Court of z\ppeal (Sýaith, Williains dnd

Roîner, .Jj.> overruling lN-athcw, J., is sirrnply this, that the
expenses of reniovirig a shilp wrecked b>' collision with the vessel

î! ~ assuiret! do not corne %vithin the terins of 1' sunis paid in respect of
injury to such other ship or vessel itself" of %vhich the polîcy
provided, in the event of a collision, the insurers woul pay a
proportionate part.

@OMPANY-CAL1.S ON ~1I1II IA1S

I Lailies' flress .4 siio»î v. />u/lbrook (1900) B .1. 31(, T[h
action %vas brought b>' a liquidator of a joint stock compati) to
recover caIlls ihich liad bten macle, prior to forfeiture, on certain
shares whichi had bcen fortèîted. Mhe articles4 of association pro-
vided that ans' iember %whosu sh ares lîad been torfeitci shlould,
notwithStanding the rbrfeitture, bc liable to pily ail calls owing on
the sharc> at the titne of forfc 4tre. Vie defendants resisted the
claini on the ground that the shares had heen forfe-ted more thfin
a yecar before the comimencemnent of the litiuidation, and therefore
the defendants were not liable to be placed on the list of coritribu-
tories. But the Court of Appeal (Smnith, \\illiainï and Rorner,
Lj J. ý agreed with l{idle> , J., and overruled this contention, beinge
of opinion that the defendants.wei- liable, rnot as contritoricck,
but as debtore of' tilt c-mpany. The case also deals with another
point as to the valîdlity of certain resolutions for the. reduction of
capital which docs not appear to call for notice here.


