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kept a mnotot-car. The defendant's servant was engaged ini
cleaniLg the car and for that purpose it wus. necessary to move it,
and as he could flot move it himself, hie started the engine, when,
frorn sonme unexplained cause, the petrol in the carburettor caught
fire. If the servant had at once turxied off the tap of the pipe le.ding to
the petroi tank, the arnali quantity of petrol in the carburettor wouid
have speedily burut itâelf out, and ne dam age wouid have been done
t,) f he plaintiff. Hie negiected to do this and the petroi in the
tank caught fire, and the fire spread te the body of the car and
the garage with the piaintiff's rooms over it, with their contente
wcre destroyed. LuEh, J., who tried the action, found as a fact
that the fire which broke out in the carburettor was accidentai,
in the sense ',hat it was flot the resuit of a wilful act, or of neghi-
gence, but h -found that the defendant's servant was guiity of
niegligence in oinitting to turn off -.he tap promptly, and xae held
that in these circuinstances the defendant was not protected
hy the statute, becausc, even assuming that the fire which began
iii the carburettor ca-used the damage, à~ was flot "accidentai"
within the meaning of the statute, because a persn using a
dangerous thing like a petrol engine, the carburettor rnf which is
not unlikeiy to get oni fire when the engine is started, t~nnot bf.
heard te say that the fire wus "accidentai" within the statute,
even though hie was flot guilty of negligence. Because the ruie is
that hie must keep such a thing under control at lais peril. And,
secondly, beca. ise a fire "lbegins " within the xneaning of the statute
oni y when the fianmes get out of control; and, therefore, the "fire"
in this case began wlien the body of the car caught fire, and in that
sense the efficient cause of it wvas net the initial fire in the car-
burettor, but the negligenee of the servant in not turning off the
tap, and thereforc it was flot the " fire " which huruit the piaintiff's
prop erty which '-aeccdentaliy" began.

P11ZE COURt-CONTABýNl---INNOCENT SHIPPERS-LLTIMýATE
MNEMY DU8TINATION.

Tite Noordam (1919) P. 57. Thi,- was a prize ceue. The
goods in question were absolute contraband shipped froun New
York to Amsterdamn. The nominal consignees were die Nether-
lands Oversea Trust Co., who had an agreement with the IBritish
GovuNernmnent te prevent as far w~, they could any of the eargoc-.-
consigned te thexu froxu reaehing enemy countries, in this cî;ý,e
they, were acting for a Duteix firm ef De Vrie8. Tlhis flrm was
engaged ini ehipping goods rereived by it te Gernmany, which fact
they endeavourcd to eonceai f rom an IEngiish accunptant whe was
appointed te examine their books by fýqaiifyNing and fabrica~ting
their acceunts. When the goods were seized the buyers refused
to pay, and in the present proreedings thi, consignurs wçmt the


