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egress from lus premises to the. street, but ineluded a right of
a ess to-his walI (in whieli there xvas no0 loor or opening) for the

pîurpose of repair, or for using it as -a place for advertisements.
'Plie injunetion wvas therefore granted as pravcd.

NIARINE NSURANCE-RUNNING DOWN CLAUSE-DAMAGE IN CON-
SEE.AENCE 0F COLLISION.

France Fenirick & Co. v. 3Ilerchants Marine Insurance CJo.
(1914), 3 K.B. 827. This was an action on a policy of marine
insurance whereby it xvas provided "if the ship hcreby insured

assured shall in consequence thereof becone liable to pay and
shal a corn into oiofnaae wto any ther sp or vess an h

cor tain proportion of the said sums.' The facts ivere somewhat
puliûr. The insured ship by negligent navigation collided with
à essel in front of lier, eausing littie damage, but after this

colsion thl other ship (by reason of attractive forces brought in
play lîy the collision, and owîng to their proximity, coupled wîth
the %îvashi of the propeller of the insured ship against th- starboard
1)0w of thle other after the insured ship got dnead of hier) camne
iflt( coll!ionl witlî a third ship) to w'bich a k.rge nniount of damage
"as donce, and for wl.ieh the owners of the insu.-ed ship) iere held

resonibeani thev paid surns in rc.;,pcct of Cie (lainage so (lone
lo I lle tlîird slîip. whichi the,, cbuimed to recover in the present
artion: aiii -sbh wBailhache, J., that the collision îvith
t7, Ile third shl was a consequence of thue collisi-In of the insîired
sbl îvith flhe other shiîp. iithin the ineaning of thbe clause, and
ibejefore tlbat thle defendants ivere liable.

_ZIANJ tilEISRA(:(opioîu:uTV,'EEN OltI<iiNAIL
ASSI<.URE ANDI) GINAL N1RE5H.iSBB NuIT EN-
TITiFI) r< IIENEFIT OF 'ONIPROMiSE.

leriisli Doilnnon (h'ncral lus. CJo. v. Doidu'ý 1914), 3l K.B1.I ~i) Thîis %vas anation on a policy of marine, re-insuranc.e. A
*Wl Io.,,-; linig orcurreul of Ille vessel insured, thle pliiif- lits h

eeteda voiflioilise wit l the assureci, on tlle original polirev of
iîsrneand thbe question ivas, wviether, in the absence of aniv

expriess agreu'nent to thîd eifeet , Illc ulefendait.t, the re-insurers,
%vere eut ithl to thle benefit, of thalt comfpromnise; anid Biuillaclue,I., w'Io trîed ti bac~t ion, hel(l that t bey were îlot, bult w al
foi' theu flou aillotnt of the re-insuranre; but t1jat tI bey %vei'eenit t eu I o th bu' i i) t of illy rugb t in resplect or tIi e a) mlidn lunient
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