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a part of an cstate wvhich the defendants had agreed to pur-
ehlase as a speculation, and which they re-sold in lots to twenty-
three purchasers. The defendants delayed completion of the
plaintiif's contraet in order to complete their titie. and to pro-
'oure the simultaucous execution of the conveyfinces 10 the sub-
1 )urehasers. On January 12 the plain-liff, who had repeatedily
pressed for completion, gave notice 10 bhé defendants 10 coin-
plete in a fortnight or return the deposit. At the date of the
notice the eonveyance to the plaintiff awaited approvai by cer-
tain morigagees, and execution by eight parties residing in
varions parts of Engla:id. The Court of Appeal *ield that the
fflaintiffs had aequieseed in the delay ; but the Huse *of Lords

1,rsLoreburn. Atkinson. Merse. Parker, and Parnioir)
eainC b a different conclusion on the faets. and held that the
leWAsnablenless of the notice must be determined by what had
prex iously taken place l)etwcdn the parties. and in the cireurn-
stances of Ibis case the notice wvas suffieicut, and the plaintiff
w as therefore enbitled to sucece(1.

FIRv INSURANCE P'ý).ICY-ARBi3TR.NTION (LXS-'NrIsPRE-
('EDENT TO ACTIoN-REPpiAD-TION 0F CLAIM-WAIVER.

.fIurtid1i?1 v. Nul iomad Brilidi & I. J.I,«c Co. (1915) X.
499. This was an action t<i recover bbe anlount of a fire insur-
ance poliey. Thc poliey eontaiined the usual arbitrabion clause.
The defenidants before action rcpudiatcd the plaintiff's elaiml
ini tloo on the gromid of fraud and arson. They now set up the
arbitration clause, andthe bC ourt of Appeal gave cifect to the
conitention and held that thc action was not iinainitaniable. The
Ilolise of Lord(s (Lrslnvi.Atki-.soni, Parker, and Par-
Inoor'), howevcr, held thai as bhe defendants had i-epudiated thie
dlaim on a ground going to the root of bbe eontraet, il pre-
eludeti the defendants from sctting up the arbitrabion clause as
ai bar bo the action.


