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stroyed the inmured preniises. Roche, J., wvho, tried the action,
held that the loss 'vas covered by the policy, and that the proviso
only related to an intentional destruction of property by the
Governnient.

GUMJANAlTY--SURtETY-PAYMýEN-,T ON DENIANIY--NrESITY 0F DE-
MAND--STATUTE 0F LviMITATIONS-NOVATION.

Bradford Old Bank v. Sutoliffe (1918) 2 K.B. 833. This iva8 an
gî action ta enforce a guarpnty in the following circumstances: In

1894 the ,Iaintiff agreed ~o inake a loqn of £3,600 to a company,
b ~ and ta ailow the compan\ ta niak-e an overdraft of £2,500 upon

the security of £6,100 of debentures and the guaranty of the
defendants, two of the directors. The debentures were deposited
and the defendants gave the plaintiffs a guaranty ta pay them on
demand aIl suins aw'ing by the cornpany flot excecding £6,100

t - ~ and interest fromn time of defauît hy the company. In 1898 one
oftedfnat eam nae n ftistepanif a

rothce defndat beca.T e inspane, aonid o n th i the pliaintif a
until 1907 when the plaintiff becamne amalgamated with another
bank, selling ta the newv bank ail its debt8 and the beriefits of ail
securities, and guarantees, the company's account w'as trans-
ferred ta the new bank and the company paid interest ta the niew
hank. In 1912 the plaintiffs demanded paymnent fraa. the cox-n-
pany of the ainounts owing, and thon conimenced an action ta
enforce the debentures in which they eisod part of the arnount
due ta thern; and in 191,5 the present action was canunenced
against the defendant as coniinittee of the lunatia guarantor for
the balance due from the coipany after deducting the aniount
reulised on the debentures. Lawrence, J., who tried the action,
held th[tï so far as the lunatie guarantor was concerned his guaranty
ceased as a continuing guaranty in 1899 when the plaintiffs had
notice of his lunacy, though his liability for the amaunt. then

* due cantinued; that the aniount then due on current account had
been satisfied by subsequent payrnents; but that the defendant
was liable for the arnount due on the loan accaunt. The defend-

-M ant appealed and the Court of Appeal (Pickford, Barikes, and
Serutton, L.JJ.) held (1) that the loan accaunt and current
accourit could not be treated aý3 one accouPt, and therefore
that subsequent pavineiits into the current account could not
properly be applied as satisfying the loan account; (2) that the

* plaintiffs' daim was not barred by the statute, because no
r cause of action arase until demand had been made biy the

plaintiffs and no deinand was muade until 1912; (3) that the
transactioais arising out of the amnalgamnation of the plaintiffs with

à.


