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MANDAMUS-PUBLic AIJTHORITIES PROTECTION ACT, 1893 (56 &.57 VICT. c. 61) s. l-(R.S.o. c. 89, s. 1,)-LimITATION.
The King v. Port of London (1919) 1 K.B. 176. This case maybe briefiy noticed for the fact that the Court of Appeal (l3ankes,Warrington, and Scrutton, L.JJ.) express a strong opinion,aithougli they do flot actually decide, that an application for aprerogati ve writ of mandamus is flot within the six months' limita-tion prescribed by the Publie A uthorities Protection Act, s. 1(R.S.O., c. 89, s. 13).

INSURANCE (MARINE)-PROFIT ON CHARTERPARTY2-VAR RISKS-CAPTURE OF VESSEL-CONSTRUCTIVE TOTAL LOSS--SUBSE-QUENT RECOVERY 0F SHI? AND CARGO BY OWNERS-NOTICE 0FABANDONMENT.

Boura v. Townend (1919) 1 I•.B. 189. This was an action on apolicy of insurance on profit on charterparty. The vessel waschartered by the plaintiffs to carry a cargo of jute from Calcuttato Valencia in Spain. The plaintiffs valued their profit on theventure at £30,000, for which the policy in question was issued.The chartered vessel was to proceed from Delagoa Bay to Calcuttaso as to arrive there the first wveek in December, 1917. She wasflot heard of after leaving Delagoa Bay on November 4, 1917,until February 27, 1918, when news arrived in England that thevessel was stranded on the coast of Denmark. lt was thenlearnt that she had been captured in the Indian Ocean on her wayto Calcutta on November 10, 1917, and a prize crew had beenplaced on board, and in the endeavour to take her to Germanyshe had been stranded. The polîcy was against total or con-structive loss of steamer only from Delagoa Bay, via Colombo, toCalcutta and until saîled; and was against marine and war risksincluding capture by enemies of Great Britain, but excluding ahldlaims arising from delay. And the plaintiff claimed as for atotal constructive loss of the venture. No notice of constructivetotal loss was given to the defendants. Roche, J., who tried theaction, held that the plaintiffs were entitled to recover: that thecapture of the vessel constituted a total constructive loss, and thatit was not necessary that notice should have been given. He heldthat the fact that the vessel was ultimately iecovered dîd notenable the defendants to rely on the clause in the policy excludingail dlaims arising from delay. Hie accordingly gave judgmentfor the plaintiffs for the amount clairned with costs.


