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In înany of the States of Arnerica there are statuteus which
expressly declare that a rairoail comnîpy is hable for a loss
orcasioned by tire escaping froei its engines, and that it lias
an insurable intcrest ini the propcrty for which it niay be
hield liable for sucli loss. There is no0 case iiingan or
Caniada, s0 far as 1 amn aware, where it lias bien liold thiat a
railway' corpany hias an insurable interest in flic property' fo)r
whichi it iiiay be hield 1îable for loss by lire escapling, fromn its

en Ins.l the State of Maine and other States of the
Union sudi a statute lias existed for îuany )-cars. F'or de-
cisionis under state law sec Pratt v. Atlantic and St. Law-
rence R1. W. Co., 49 Me. 579; 1'erley v. Eastern R1. I. Co.,
9S 8 Mass. 114; Andrews v. Union M. F. Ins. Co., 37 Me. 2e
Liukelhart v. Western R. IL. Corporation, 13 !Met. 91). unl

agedthat tlic law in tlic State of Maine ut flic finie the lire
ini question oceurred, was eontaîned in the Mainte statute, a
copy of which lias been lîanded in since tlie trial, and is as
follows.

"When a building or other property is injured by tire
eonîînu11nicated. by a loomotive eugine, the corporation îig
it i., reaponaible for snobh injury, andl it lias an insurable- iii-

terFest ln the property along the route, for wlichl it isrepn
a'ible, and rnay procure lusurance thereon. But suclh corpora-
tions shall Le entitled to the benefit of any* insutrance îîpon
sacli property effected by' the owner tiiercof, lesthe preuin

and expenise of' ree-overy. The ilaurance shali Le (ledicited
front the daaeif recovered before tue daige reý as-

esdOr, if not, the- policy shal lie assigneil to suuch corpora-
tion), whieh mayi inaiintain an action thercon, or poeue
at its own expenise, any action already coniiuîee L'v flic-
iisured, in cither cas with ail the riglîts mwhichîli inre
originally hiad :" P1. S. rMaine, 1903, ehi. 51, s(,e. S7.

It iii clear, 1 think, that plaintiffs ladt net an intcrcst ini
prope)(rty othler than their own along their liue ini Canada uipon

whhtlîey ci ould effect an insurance, and it is very doubtfl',
1 fluink, if defeadants eau issue a valid iioiev to cover a cs
of tlîat kind. 1laintiffs are incorporatcd in Ontario. s
sumiiing that they could not take sueli a risk in Canada, doca
that procludfe thein fromn isauing a pohieY and taikingf a risk in
flic Staite ef Maine, wherc the law declares tluiat a railway cern-
pany bias an inanrable interest in sueh propertv5 W\old tlîis
hoe an attemrpt to enlarge the powers of dfdatby virtue
o)f a foreigu statute? That depends, it teîa to e, upon
whlethler or net the statute deelaring the insuraiie interest lias
relation to the railway cornpany or te the insurance eempany.
MfanifestlY te the railway cemvafly. If simply brings withiin

flhc sope of the powcrs of the insurance eompany property


