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h wa fuirti iher argued that the insurance had been ter-
m1ina8ted byý thle assured, 1).\ writtci4 notice to that effect,

befre he ireoccuirred.
This onteni was hased upon thec fact that the assured

bail, oni lOttil ]!)cb,10?, written to the agents at Branît-
fort! o r pliifis in, the following terras: "In reference toý
poliey.ý ý2958, lin aniiount $2,000. hel by the Bank of British
.Northi Aicricaý, oni 1 20 biags of eoffee, we wish to cancel thiis

p)olie vniy u ha yoli gîve us a nw one for $1,00, as there
arei 110>W 0111v 50 bag1(S of cofein stock?"

Thils letr wasndernuîae by the Brautforil agents
to plinis'had office tirntil aftier the fire occurrcd, and no
iiition wa;s tukn pon it, cithcr by return of the uneaxned

I t 'asarged or defendants that the writing of this
1olette oiperailt as ai writteni notice(, within the Incaniug of

uonitun19 if tue statut<>r\ 1oiditions, and that the insur-
onc w's trînnald iunîdiaelvon, flue receipt of-it by the

l'>raiftford agets bt I arni niot of' that opinion.
T11w letter was> not, I think, sucli a writteu notice as the

con1dition reli oin refers to. it was, 1 thiiik, only anin
tinliationi of the( initenitioni of the assured to terminate the

inl-rnc i d whieni there was substitutcd for it a new
poliy f'or $1,000; Io tliat plaintifs; neyer agreed, and it was,
neyeVr doncl,..

li %ais also urgegud ais an ainswer to plaintiffs' dlaim that
thiere h1ad hena breacht of' tlie warrauty, coutained in the-
policy suied oni, thiat plaintifl' would retain an amounit at
r-isk equad to thiat reinsured undier that policy.

1 do niot uiderstand1 the force of this objection. The.
arnoun(iit eiuedby defenidauts' policy was $1,000, and, as I
11ave founld, plaintifs hiad ait risk up to the tirnc of the fire
not only a sum equa to thiat, but to double that sum.

Il wýas conit4endcd lastly thiat, as thie action was net begiiii
ioitil iiore thoni 6 nionthas after the bass o(ciurred, it w-asZ
barred, anid condition 22, as varied by thie inidorseinent on
d!efenTdauts' policy, was relied on in support of that contention.

Statuitor-y coni)tionï 22 allows a 'year after the boss hasiý
occiirred in whichi to brinig thie actioni, sud I amn not only unable
f0 hiobd thie variation wiiich defendants have attcmýpted to)
îwpose, upon flic aýS1ured, by redlucinig the tirne allowed for'
bringfing an action to 6 mnonths, to be juat and reasonable,
bat Ï arn ecearby of opinion thlat, on the contrary, it la both
ujujjst and unreasonable.


