102 THE MERCHANTS MAGAZINE.

stacks. A distance of 100 feet was recommended. In adopting
the report, it was decided to invite the Canadian Fire Underwriters
Association 1o join with the Mutual in seeking this legislation.

From the President’s address in opening the meeting we cite
the following remarks, which will prove of general interest.  Mr.
Beattie said :—

It is hardly necessary tosay there is a wide difference between
mutual and stock fire insurance companies. In a mutual each
member is alike interested in the prosperity and successful man-
agement of the company. No call is made on the members
beyond what is deemed sufficient to meet annually the losses and
working expenses of the company. In a stock company the
directorsare necessarily compelled to collect a premium, not only
sufficient to meet losses and expenses, bue, in addition, a sum
sufficient to meet interest annually on the paid-up stock of the com-
pany. It s therefore quite evident that in a mutual company,
carefully managed, the cash premium and assessinents are much
lower annually than in a stock coempany. Our Mutual Fire
Underwriters' Association was established, as you are all aware,
with a view, ameagst other objects, 1o secure uniformity in the
workiry of the various companies conuected with the association.
A gaod deal has been accomplishied in this direction, but, I sub-
mit, more might le done advantageously for the bencfit of all,
without injury to any.  There is, so far as I am aware, very little
diserepancy in the blank forms of our applications, preminm notes
and policies cte., but there is too much varation in the mode of
carrving the risks and the propertions of losses paid by different
companics.  Some issuc blanket policies, and pay, in the event of
Inssz, the full ameunt covered.  Others issue similar policies, and
pay only wa-thirds of the loss.  Other companies again issue
specific policies, and payx the full amount of loss on the property
specificd, but on nothing else.  Take, for instance, the case of the
contents of a famner's barn covered by a specific policy—say, $600
on live stock, $30 on implaneats, and $300 on hay and grain—
and a fire @kes place immediately after the harvest, when the
whole of the crop is iz the bamm and half of the implements,
but all the live stock and haif of the implements are in the
ficlds ; and suppr<e the loss on hay and grin amounts to $1,200.
and on the impiements to S2on, the policy holder would receive
oniy $7on as compensation, although he paid the assessments ona
$1.300 7isk Qil the tinte.  Isubmit, therefore, that a specific policy
of this description is olten misleading and unjust to the insured.
While holding tais view, however, I am just as strongly opposed
to the Insurance company paying a loss in full. I thinkin every
case the policyliclder should carry, say, oue-third of the risk. No
company should place a policy holderin such a position, that a five
would convert the whole of the property covered into cash at the
cuirent market value. I am stroagly in favor of the principle of



