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'YOULDEN v. LONDON GUARANTEE AND CC
Co.

Accided Isurae--Deatk CIai;m-Cause of Deati-
from Lifting Heavy 'Weigkt-Evidence-Statement
ceased-Adntd&sibility-Coditio12s of On giiuzl 1
Non-compliance with-Renewal Receipt-Fresit Coi
Reference to Otiginal Poticy-Sufficiency-Insurar
R.S.O. 1897 ch. 203, sec. 144.

Appeal by the plaintiff from the judgrnent Of -Miont

26 0.L.R. 75, 3 0.W.N. 832.

The appeal was heard by GAiasow, MAOLAnE:ç, 'Mi

MAoEE, and HoDGiNs, JJ.A.
J. L. Whiting, K.IC., for the plaintiff.
W. N. Tilley and 0. ýSwabey, for the defendants.

MEREgDITH, J.A. :-The insurance in question origii
1902, and was evidenced by the policy No. 65996. The
auce seems to have been renewed from year to year, an(
force when the insured person died in 1909; and his de
place under such circumstances that, admittedly, the
has no legal dlaim against the defendants under the polie
then eau she recover T What sort of diffieulty does
present?

The contention is, that the policy must be disregar(
that the contraet of insuranee must be taken to be t
renawal receipt; and, as no conditions are set out in or
noue are applicable to the case. But how can any si
tention reasonably be made? The '<accident renewal
la. upon its face, and was in fact, nothing but a receipi
premium by which the policy No. 65996, was renewed for
year. Indeed, without the policy, the plaintiff, suini
own right only, as she does, *ould have no right of acti,
"insurance contract," wus the eontract whieh ivas first
1902, and thereafter renewed frors year to y'ear, the coni
denced by the policy No. 65996, and noue other; that coul
mittedly, complies with the requirements of the law; an
it, admittedly, there is no right of action. The premiui
just as well. as a matter of law, have been paid withoui

*Tô be reportedl in the Ontario Law Reporta.


