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one of whose cierke retumred it, aud had it cancelledi, stating that there had
been a niistùke. The ohip being bast, the owner aucceeded in recovering on
the policy, on the ground thât fie had never authorized the broker to cance
the insurance; that a polioy exeouted by au insurer la complete and binding
against hhn, aethough in fact it reinains in hie posession, urileee there je somae
particular &et required to ho doue by the other party to declare hie adoption
of it, and tluat it is flot neewaary that the insà•ed ehould forznally accept
or take away a poliey, in order to rna1e the dolivery complete.

MePhillips, J.A. (in Brown's Trase2 Bureau v. Taylor, supra), refera to
a judgment of the Privy Council, Re EquUtable Fire & Accident Office v. Cl5ing
Wo Hong, [19071 A.C. 96, whero the policy under consideration also contained
a condition that it was to ha of no effeet unlees the prerniurn had been wholly
or partially paid; the fact that no payment had beau made was held to have
prevented it frorn over coxning into force.

It is ar)parent, that no bard and faat rule can be laid down to detcrmine
the inolnent when any particular policy rnay corne into effect, thie hcing a
point to ha decided atccre»ng to tbcý facte -jÀ the casa and the wording of the
instrument.
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The definition of "mortgage" in the Mortgages Act, R.S.O.
c. 112, is wide enough to cuver the charge known a8 a vendor's lien
.and the hiolders of such vendor's lien are cntitled as mortgagcees
to have insurance nioney on the property applied in accordance
mith the provisions of s. 6 of that Act. Afthough they are entitied
to the security of the insurarice xnoney, they are flot entitled to
apply the insurance inoney in payment of purchase instalments
not yet due, but stich moneys should be held in trust or invested
or paid into court if the parties cannot agree as te its disposai

Corham v. King8ton (1889), 17 O.R. 432; Edmonds v. Hlamilton
Proindent (1881), 18 A.R. (Ont.) 347, followed.

,Sir George Gilbons, 1.C., for plaintiffs. T, G. ,Ieredi.'i for
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