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thec approval of the head office and the conditions of the coIn-
pany's policy; and the following statement appeamýs t the
foot of 'it: "Uniless prcviously cancelled, this, recuipt binds
thle company for 30 days from the date hereof and no longer,
iifter whieh time the risk shall be considered to lie eancelledl
;md of no effect. If the insurance be declined, t1ie amnouni
received will be refunded, less tlic premiurn for the finie in-
sured; if confirmned, a policy will be issued in due course."

Assuming that the agents had no authority to bindl de(-
fondants to an insurance for 12 months, and that allte
were authorized to do was to receive the application aad toi
grant an înterini receipt ini the forni in which thiat iasuecd t(,

plaintiffs was drawn, and that plaintiffs must rely upon the
acceptance by defendants of the contract which plaintiifs
had proposed to them through their agents, and thie pl

jsudupon their application and sent to them-are plain-
tiffs precluded by the provisions of condition 10 frein re-
,rovering for their loss?

It is to lie notieed that there is nothing in the applicationP
form or in the interini receipt to indicate thiat d1efendfants
will not or do net undertake to insure against loss any oe
who is not the owner of the property insured, and noting
to îndicate that, in order that the însurance applied for shial
operate, if the insured is nlot the owner of the property, lie
înust state what is bis interest in it.

It is apparent that the appellants did neot deem it ira1-
portant that they should know what the interest of plaintifrs
ini the property really was. The application forin contains
no less than 40 questions, and net one of themi is poinited.
directly at ail events, te ascertaining what the interest of the
aipplicant ini the property to be insurcd is. . . . Thie on]l'v
question whîch is, even remotely, direeted to suchi an in'-
quiry, is the 30th, which sems to have been applicable to an
insurance on buildings rather than to one upon personal
property, and even that question is unanswered.

The provision of condition 10 is not that if the nature
of the insured's interest is not disclosed in the application
thie policy is to be void, or that tlie policy is net te eover any
inasurable intercst of the insured. unless he is the owner of thýe
property insured, but that the company are not hable for loss
of property owned by any other than the affsured, unless the
interest of the asured is stated in or upon the poEicy.

The pelicy on1 its face containe a covenant on the part of
defendants to make good to the assured all such bass or dam-
age by lire, not exceeding the arnount insured on the prup-
,erty, as should occur during the centinuance of the polioy;


