
The only thing affecting plaintiffs to wbhich defer
point is the fact that an interimi receipt valid only' f
days (for that, I think, is its proper construction'
issýueýd to and received by plaintifi's. This receipt, ho,
was issued apparently as matter of routine hy an
officer of defendants. It is on the usual printed forni
was flot passed upon nor required to be passeil upon 1
general manager, who had just mnade the paroi contrac,
was, it is truc, receeved by -p]aintitts, but the evidence
and the Chief Justice bas found, that they did not o]
that it by its ternis might modify the earlier paroi cor,
And after they received it they paid the full year's prei
So long as the question was, contract or no conitraeý
fact that an intérjin receipt in this iimitcd form had
was of prime importance, the argument by the defeis
bein z of course that' it and it alone created the olly coi
between the parties. But beginning, as I think .we
with the finding in plaintiffs' favour that thcre really mi
completcd prior paroi contract, the importance of thýe iii
receipt at once praetically ceases, ebecause in snobh case
uipon tbis branch, its only use must be, as shewing or te
to sbew ihat plaintiffs had agreed to accept it in perfort
of or substitution for the larger eontract, a contenrt-io
which tbere is, in mY opinion, no foundation.

The reniaining question is-as to the effect of plai:
failure to discIosýe the incumbrance upon their- propei
tfe timie of flic application for insurance.

The paroi agreement, apart froni the interini re
iliue , inMY opinion, as g terni to bc necessarlly in

t,) carr-y out.the intenltion of.both parties, that a proper
ten policyý, \WOULd issule in due Course. And 1 aiso i
clifferingl in this respect to, some extent' from the or
of the learnaed Cbicf Justice, tbat plain 'tiffs wvere on]
titledl to claim, and deýfendanits bound toý tender, a poli
the lisliaI forin then tsedl by' them, that is, a poliey si
te tHe statnitory conditions and to sucb variations of

codiios, prlv printed, as were just and reIasor
Ci t izein n. Co. v. 1Parsons, 7 App. Cas.ý 96, at pp. 12 6,
Etureka Ins. Co. v. Rlobinson, 56 N. Y. St. 226., at p.
Pe Greve v. Metropolitan Jus. Co., 61 N. Y. St. 594,
602; M.ýachine, Co. v. Tns. Co., 50 Ohio ýSt. 549, at p.

mihv. SaeIna. Co., 64 Iowa St. 716, at »p. 71s.
Thure i.a ini this case, as in tbe Parsons case, ani in-

rceiÎpt which states that the insarance la "1subjc t,
ternis an(] conditionseotane in the noiisof Vie(
panv, at th(' date beef. nd while. in my opinior


