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SHIPPING LOSSES IN 1908.

It is not difficult to understand why marine insur-
ance accounts made unsatisfactory showings for
1008. There has been issued this month the annual
return of Lloyds Register showing the losses sus-
tained by the world’s mercantile marine during 1908,
by wrecks, collisions, breaking up, etc. During 1908
the gross reduction in the effective mercantile marine
of the world amounted to 800 vessels of 800,202
tons, excluding all vessels of less than 100 tons.
Of this total, 382 vessels of 566,487 tons were
steamers and 418 of 242,805 tons were sailing ves-

sels. The figures for the previous ten years are as
follow : —
~—Steamers—— ~Sailing Vessels—
ons Tons
Year No. (Gross) No. (Net)
1898, 0eene vonaes 322 .. 463,241 .. 819 .. 357,484
1899.,. 430 469,621 .. 666 .. 313,887
296 386,304 .. 5652 .. 290878
268 .. 3665684 .. 538 295 9R
301 .. 408363 57
326 479,081 H6
344 .. BI2RTY 463
82 .. AT IR 501
1906 ios B 509,707 507 307,105
0% coie v oves SO0 1y 512 286,105

Summarizing the report The Economist, of Lon-
don, states that the percentage of loss among steam
vessels was higher in number but lower in tonnage
than was the case in 1907, while, as compared with
previous averages, the figures show but hittle varia-
tion.  The actual figures are:
cent., against 1.76 in 1007, 1.0 i 1903-7, and 1.03
in 1808-1902. Tons, 1.67 per cent, agamst 1.75 1
1007, F.70 m 1003-7, and 1.00 in Isl)ﬂ»ll)n/'

S S

CO-INSURANCE CLAUSE IN CANADIAN-ISSUED
FIRE POLICIES.

THE CHRONICLE.

Number, 1.82 per |

Undoubtedly the 80 per cent. co-insurance clause |

is one of the most important of all “modern improve
ments” to fire insurance policies

Naturally,
have come about as a result of the growing inclusion

various legal questions and decisions

of the co-imsurance clause in fire policies. A recent
decision of the New York Court of Appeals at-
tache s an importance to the clause that apparently
has not hitherto been realized by all underwriters
in that State.  When the New York standard policy
was framed, one of the strongest provisions incor-
porated was that hmiting the power of waiver by
either agent or officer, except through a written n-
dorsement. The provision was framed with a view to
making 1t as nearly as possible absolutely binding.
In the recent case referred to (details of which are
given in the Insurance Law Journal) the policy was
of standard form and, of course, contained this pro-
It further had attached to it a nder pre-
scribing the conditions of co-insurance when in ex-
cess of or under 75 per cent. The nsured violated

vision
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|
|
|
|
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his warranty regarding other insurance, which was
procured without any specific consent being indorsed.

But, according to the court, the co-tnsurance clause
was itself sufficient consent for such insurance. By
attaching it, the company was held to have assumed
that other insurance might be required, and pre-
scribed the terms under which a loss would be set-
tled in case it was procured. According to the court,
the company waived any specific indorsement of
consent other than this. Commenting upon this case,
The Insurance Monitor considers it obvious that such
was not the intention of the parties in the use of this
clause, but that the object was to protect the nter-
ests of the company in case such privileges were
granted. But it admits that an examnation of the
authorities discloses the fact that a number of pre-
vious decisions on the same line have been rendered
where the question has arisen, the only limitation
fixed being that the amount of such other insurance
must not be in excess of that allowed by the co-in-
surance clause itself.

In Canada, the companies generally have consider
ed that every policy with an 8o per cent clause con
tains in effect a consent to other msurance w ithout
notice.  Nevertheless, to obviate all chance ol s
understanding, there has been a growing tendency
of late to include a definite permissive clause to the
effect that, “Further concurrent msurance 15 permit
ted without notice until required.”
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SURPLUS, REAL AND IMAGINARY.

There is nothing that better illustrates the differ-
ence between the typical British “friendly soc ety”
and the ordinary American or Canadian “fraternal
and abuse of

society” than their respective use

the word “surplus” By the latter, the word 1s ap
plied to the balance of assets over Labilities that
take little or no account of mortality reserves; by
the former, the word 1s accorded its proper actuarnal
significance.  Thus, the valuation of the Manchester
Unity of the Independent Order of Oddfellows’
Friendly Society (the largest of the great friendly
societies of this class), states that m 2,128 of its
lodges, there 15 a surplus and m 1,058 a deficiency,
while in 20 lodges assets and habilities exactly bal-
ance. The aggregate amount of the surpluses (not
including surpluses appropriated and written off the
sick and funeral funds) 1s £1,230,7G1, an ncrease
of £180,080 over the surpluses shown by the pre
vious valuation. The aggregate amount of the de
ficiencies is £840,100, being £184,200 less than that
shown previously. The net surplus is thus £407,025,
an mcrease of £4374,270 during the quinqguennium
1f to this be added the amounts otherwise appro
priated, there 1s a total improvement of £034,847

over the period covered by the valuation. In this
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