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a part of an estate which the defendants had agreed to pur-
chase as a speculation, and which they re-sold in lots to twenty-
three purchasers. The defendants delayed completion of the
plaintiff’s contract in order to complete their title, and to pro-
cure the simultaneous execution of the conveyances to the sub-
purchasers. On January 12 the plaintiff, who had repeatedly
pressed for completion, gave notice to the defendants to com-
plete in a fortnight or return the deposit. At the date of the
notice the conveyance to the plaintiff awaited approval hy cer-
tain mortgagees, and execution by eight parties residing in
various parts of England. The Court of Appeal ueld that the
plaintiffs had aequiesced in the delay; but the House of Lords
(Lords Loreburn. Atkinson. Mersey, Parker, and Parmoor)
came to a different conclusion on the facts, and held that the
reasonableness of the notice must be determined by what had
previously taken place between the parties, and in the circum-
stances of this case the notice was sufficient, and the plaintiff
was therefore entitled to succeed.

FIRE INSURANCE POLICY—ARBITRATION CLAUSE—('ONDITION PRE-
CEDENT TO ACTION—REPUDIATION OF CLATM— WAIVER,.

Jurcidini v. National British & 1. M. Insce. Co. (1915) A\
199. This was an aetion to recover the amount of a fire insur-
ance poliey. The policy contained the usual arbitration clause.
The defendants before action repudiated the plaintiff’s elaim
in tofo on the ground of frau:d and arson. They now set up the
arbitration elause. and the Court of Appeal gave effect to the
contention and held that the action was not maintainable. The
House of Lords (Lords Dunedin, Atkinson, Parker, and Par-
moor), however, held that as the defendants had repudiated the
¢laim on a ground going te the root of the contraet, it pre-
cluded the defendants from setting up the arbitration clause as
a bar to the aetion.




