
-which the insurance exists. They plead only a prier i
ance in the lland-in-ll[and, not; assenteci to, saying noti
about the Sun. The application proves notice to thenr
both, and it must be taken against thein that this is the
they intended te assent to' in the policy. . . . If t]
wvas aise further insurance of $4,0ou (that is, $8,000 ln E
to which defendants' assent was not manifested, as requ
by the statutory condition, tliey have not pleaded that
ýdefence, ner would it be just to allow thein now to set it
It does not sen necessary that the particular compan,
which the prier insurance exists should be specified in'
ýpeliey. The amount of sueh insurance was the ixnpor
'thing, and the application gave the necessary details. 1
disposed also to agree that, if defendants dil net inten,
assent te the existing insurance for $8,000 in ail in the Hi
in-Iland and in the Sun, they were bound by the second st
tory condition te point eut in writing the particulars whe
the policy differed from the application: Smith Y. Oit,
Lendon Ims. Co., 14 A. Rl. at p. 330....

2. The cexnpany's next defence arises under the se(
brandi of the 8th condition, which declares that the coml
are- not liable for the loas if any subsequent insuranc
-effected by any other cempany, unless and until the coin,
(î.e., the former company) assent thereto, or unless the
pany do net; dissent in writing within two weeks aftel
ýceiving written notice of the intention or desire te effeci
subsequent insurance, or do not dissent in writing- after
lime and before tie subsequent or further insurane
effected.

The defendants rely upon two subsequent insura
-effected by their insured, but not notified. to or assented i
.them, one in the Lendon Mutual and the other lu the:'
,cashire. These insurances were proved. As te the Loi
Mutual, the plaintiff's answer is, that the Hand-in--i
policy was cancelled, for what reason dees net appear,
the London Mutual was inerely taken in substitution foi

There îa soine evidence that the pehicy in question
-taken lu substitution for the other. One waa droppe
eancehled, and the other for a aimilar amnount put on. 1{
is no suggestion that the Hand-in-flland Co. cancelled ox
ground of fraud or doubtful character of the risk, and
-net sec that the faet of the su i luured havlug been s
vhat differently distributed ln the later frein whst it wi
the earlier policy, eau affect the substance of the ]ME


