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yB Instirance-Actions on Policies--Xcw Actionts-Consolda-
tion-Ext2nt of Loss-Value of (?oods Destroyed--Stock-
lakig-FiirnisitinçJ Jroofs of Losse.-Stat ii tory Condition
13-Duplicate Invoices-On îtai-io Insitrance Act, J?.SL.
1897 ch. 203, sec. 172-On lario insitran-ce Act, 1912, sxçc. 199
-Time for Britgîig Acf ions-V'ariation of Statu tory «(lon-
dition 22-Un ijist and Unrtteasonable-MIisrcpre-scn itaione in
.4pplicatîios-Mlater-iality-Finîdinqg of Fact by Trial .Jidge
-Appeal.

Appeals by the defendants iii ecd case froiii the judient of
THXRLAND, J.,,ante 584.

The appeals wcre heard by.\MEREDITIî, C.J.O., .LCîýýEN.', andi
,GE JJ.A., and LEITCHI, J.

E. E. A. DuVernet, K.C., A. IL. P. Lefroy, K.C., andt A. C.
ighington, for the appellants.
N. W. Rowell, K.C., uni George Kerr, for the plainiffs, re-
>ndents.

The judgment of the Court was delivered by MEIfrTH, C.
), who referred, first, to the original judgrnent of Suther-
id, J., 3 O.W.N. 481; ani ýthen to the ap.peal froin that judg-
nt to the Court of Appeal, andt the order made thereon (3
W.N. 1534) remitting the -actions to Sutherland, J., for trial,

ýh a direction that the defendants should be entitled to deliver
ýadings in what were ealled "tte second actions,-" begun by the
ne plaintiffs against the saine defendants on the 20thi Decem.
r, 1911, and that the original actions and the new actions
)uld 'be reheard or tried before 'that learned .Judge, wîth-
L prejudice to consolidation under sec, 158 of the Ontario
iurance Act, 1912; and proeedeýd:
The second actions were brought because it was anticipated
flue respondents that the eppellants Nvould objeet thait the

rlier actions were prematurely brought.

-To li reported ini the Ontario Law Reportie.
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