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CLUTE, J. NOVEMBER l7rrn, 1917.
RODGERS v. GENERAL ACCIDENT FIRE AND LIFEINSURANCE CORPORATION.

RODGERS v. MERCANTILE FIRE INSURANCE CO.
Insurance-Fire Ina urance-Proofs of Loss-Fraud-Findings ofFact of Trial Judge-" Second Insurance "-Effect of RernovalOf Good.sfrom Iwo Separate Buildings into one--Knowledge andAssent of Inue8-avg-OvrauhnSpco 

as toCause of Fire--Insurance Acd, R.S.O. 1914 ch. 183, sec. 194,condition 5-Waver of Objections--Know<Ldge of Âge nt-Bona
Fides of Assured.

Action by A. J. Rodgers upon two policies of fire insurancecovering goods and merchandise in his prernises in the town ofSudbury, by a fire which occurred on the 17th January, 1917.
The actions were tried together, without a'jury, at Toronto.A. J. Russell Snow, K.C., and McFadden, for the plaintiff.A.- C. MeMaster and J, H. Fraser, for the defendants.

CLUTE, J., in a wrîttcn judgment, said that the main defencewas based on the insufficiency of the proofs of loss and on fraud;the defendants allegîng that the proofs were false and fraudulentunder the Insurance Act; that there was overvaluatîon in elaimingfor a total loss, when ini fact there was considerable sal vage; andthat there was not such aceount of the loss as the nature of thecase permitted.
The learued Judge said that lie was satisfied of the truthfulnessof the plaintiff, and that lie was not intentionally guilty of anyfraud or iniisdlealing ini respect of the fire or the los or proofs oflass or furnishinig an account as required by the statute.It was aiso urged that the reinoval of the goods însured, whichwere in two separate buildings in different streets at tho timeof the insurance, and were afterwards remnoved to one building, ladthe effeet of ecating what wus called a "second insurance" ofgoods iu the sarne building, without notice.This point was not, the Iearned Judge said, in is opinion,open to argunet-the insurance having been properly p)lacedupon the goods in separate buildings, and their rmoval to onebuilding having afterwards been authorised, there was nothingto inake void a polioy valid when the insurance was eff(eted-there was lu faet no further inurance.


