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<if theINlqSýIRANCE (IVARINI)'-CONCEA.MENT OF MATHRIAL I weS-PRNIA AND> AGEN1

in this B/ackburnt v. liasarn, :! Q. B. D. 144, is a case in which the Iaw relatitig toH
ving a the effect of conceainient oif facts upon the validity oif a policy orf waine insur-

ance, which wvas pretty well discussed in the %veIl-known case oif B/ackbitrn v.
Vzigors, 17 Q. B. 1". 553 ; Ï2 App. Cas. 531, %vas again considered. [n the latter

.LAIM cast it wvas held that the insured %%?as flot liable for the concealment ol.. facts
froni the insurer, which hiad corne to the kidcftvledge of the agent oif the insured,

LrIcS J..but which hiad flot been communicated by hitn to his principal. 1In thiat case
~nnualthe insured had miade the contract of insurance through other agents thani the

Sto a one who haci acquired the information wvhich wvas conicealcd , but in the present
cent o11 case the jury having found that the saine agent whio had acquired the information,

had commenced the flegotiations for the insuranice, which lie suibsequcnitly handed
over wo his principals to take up at the point wvherc the agent had left off; the

F NMAI. Divisional Court M(Pollock, B. and Charles, J.,) \wcre of opinion that the principals
wvere hound by the act of their agent in nlot dIisclosing the information they pos-

d wifce scsscd to the insurer, and that tlicrcibrc thc policy \vas void.

co andtcmrLS
notion OF SSAI- 1>RoXEMATEI CAUSE 0b' LOSs.

e, C.J., The'Jao of S'aple qf Egadv. B'ank if Enim'iw, 2 1 Q. B. 1). 1 6o, is a
efend- dccision of the Court of Appeal (Lord Eshecr, M.R., Bowwn and Fry, L.JJ.) i

led to which, follo\ving 7Yic Blank of lre/and v. Evus harffles, 5 H. L C. 389, they
to the affirni the decision of the I)ivisional Court ,'Da>, and Wills, J).). The plaintifsi, a

corporate body, had permitted their seal to remain Li the custody oif their clerk,wvho
without authority, affixed it tc' powers of attorney unlder wvhiclh certain stock in the

EMIESpublic funids to whîch the plaintiffs were enititled %vas sold, and the clerk appropri-
ated the procceds. The plaintiffs claimed that the stock had been transferred

C-ourt %vithout their authority, and the Court of Appeal held they vVere entitled to suc-
id the ceed, on the ground that the negligence of the plaintiff in trusting their seal to
:o the their çlerk, ivas not the proximate cause of the Iciss, the proximate cause they
t ; the held wPs the felony, of' the clerk i-i dishonest]y afflxing the seal ; and that it
1î'cl-cd cciuld not be said that the felony wvas itself either the natural, or likely or nleces-
aititifr sary, or direct consequence of the carelessness of the plaintif.
i ncw
'ought Wîr.î. ANI) ConîICîI-ltLxaCUInoN 0F WILL--ACKNOWLEDGMENT 1.' OF s~rasSINA

f theTUR--WILLS5; ACT, 1837 (1 VIc'r. C,. 26), s. 9--(R. S. 0. c. 109, s. 12).

:0 the I n Dainiree v. lhdcheP, 13 P. D. 102, tht Court of Appeal amfrmced the decisi6n
)n his Oif Butt, 1 3 P. D. 67, noted ante p. 266.
art of
)r the COLLîSION--MARITIMIE LiEN---ACTzON IN REM.-CHARTER PARTV-11N>1.IEI3 AGREEMENT.

le the The only other case in the Probate Division is T/te 7'asrnania, 13 P. D. 110o,
:iding an action to recover damages for a collision by defendant's tug with the plain-
ibate- tifWs vessel whilc towing ber, under the following circumstances : The tug was
at ail,* chartered by the defendants, a company, to work with their ôwn tugs,. and one

of the termns on which the company towed vessels was that they would not be
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