
At the time of effectlng the insurance the plaintiff had con-
current insuranceii which werc recorded on the policies. Subse-
quently these insurance.- were replaced by other insurances for
a elightly larger ainount, the excess being due tu certain iznprove-
menti macle tc, the buildings, andi additions to the contents.
These subatituted .nsurances were not communicated to the de-
fendants, who contended that the omission to notify thern there-of
rundered the policies void. The Supreme Court had refused to
give effeet to this contention, and, the Judicici Counmittee of the
Privy Council (Lords Atkinson, Shaw, and Moulton) affirmed the
decision, holding that the condition ini question meant only that
the fact that the property covered was further ingurcd should be
decltired, and that the insured had committed no breach of the
condition, and was entitled to recover upon the policies. Sec
The Insurance Act (2 Geo. V'. c. 33, Ont.), statutory condition 5.
It may be noteri that this decision was arrived at notwithbtanding
that the substituted insurances were effected in other conxpanies
than tho.-e mentioned in the policies. Another point in the casé
was, that, pending the policy, the insured had leased the property
insured, and it wus contended that this eonstituted a transfer of
his incereit in the property insured, which under a condition in
the policy rendered it void; but this contention. also faflcd.
Se±c Ontario Insurance Act, îtatutory condition 3.

PAiRLiAmENT-DISQTJALIFICATIONr -CONTRtACT WITH THE SEC-
MEARY OF STATE FOR INDIA IN COUNCIL-CONTtACT FOR

TrHE P>UBLIC sEniVcE-22 GEo. III. c. 45-41 GEo. III. c. 52-
21 & 22 VICT. C. 106-(li.S.C. c. 10,, s. 14; 8 EDW. VIL. C.
5, S. 11, ONT.).

Ma re ,Samuel (1912) A.C. 514. This was, a matter referred to
the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council (Lord Ilaldane,
IXC., and Lords Hal8bury, Loreburn and Dunedin) by an order
of lii Majesty in Couneil. The Postinaster General was a
unember of a firm holding a contract with the Scicretary of
State for India iii Cuuncil, and the question gubmitted to their
Lordships was whether. this fact disqualified him from sitting and
voting as a niember of Parliament; and their Lordships held
that undèr 22 Geo. III. c. 45, s. 1 (see R.SC. P. 10, i. 14; 8
Edw. VII. c. 5, s. Il Ont.), a contract with the Governor
General of India in Council is wîthin the statute, and iî a con-
tract on behalf of the Crown, and that the Postnxaiter wvas
therefore disqualified, and that thc Act covero ail contraets made
for the public c3ervice not only in the United Kingdorn but any-
where else.


