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Union Insurance Society of Canton,
Limited
e . WL P Hay, deputy general anager ol

Union Tnsuranee Society  of Canton passed
voneh Montreal on the Sth instant from the I ad
i Hong Kong, en route to England He

coompanied by Mo €O R Drayton, manager

Cannda far as Quebee from which port he
i tor F nd Mr. Hay proposes to visit
nada awain i November on his return H

vpressed  himsell as bemy much impressed with
he creat strides being made in the business ol
th the Union of Canton and British Traders
nee these Compantes entered Canada, and looks

ward to further expansion

ASSENT TO SUBSEQUENT INSURANCE

If an insurance pohey contains the usuad clanse
hat The Company is not hable for loss b any
ibsequent msuraiee a8 eficcted moany other com
v unless and unti! the company assents thereto
nd the insured eficets insurance in another com
me without notifying the first company, and a
o ocenrs, and the first company by its general
cont . knowing that the second msuranee has been
Hected, appomts anadjuster with authority to
citle with the sured, is the appomtment ol th
Fuster under the above cireamstanee an assenl

hehall of the tirst company to the sithsequent

neanee !

In the case of the National Benefit Insurance
ompany vs McCoy the Supreme Conrt of anada
ad U Yes holding that the appomting ol the
dinster under the above cireumstance and with
knowledge of the salsequent insuranee, s an assent
whieh waill bind the company

I'he Court decited, first of all, taat a general
cent o was anthorized to assent to the ~1|]w1|||.‘m
stirance

1 do not see how otherwise the busimess of the
mpany conld be carvied on it the general agent
cive sneh an assent to subsequent msur

nee in another company as the condition i this

uld not
ise calls for Such assent 15 not required by the
ndition to be inowritting.  Cases calling for it
must constantly arise.  1f they have necessarily
1o be referred to the head office Laondon for
he  formal assent of the company. then much
laable time would be lost. Tt 1s a question pecu-
wlv for the general agent whose knowledge must
vern in any sueh case to say whether assent would

given or not \s veneral agent he has policies

placed in his hands already demed by the oo
pany’s officers London  and good onlv - when
conntersicned by . said the Conrt

in holdimg that the appomtimg ol the adjuster
with  authority 1o cttle th Joss, und  with
Kknow Tedge 1 Lscquent nsurance, was an
vssent thereto, the court saud

The m ippomtiment ol an vljuster 1o adjust
the loss under the pohoy might not ulticient
to idicate any assent to subsequenm nsarance bul

m this case the evidence <hewed specific anthority

given to the adjuster, by the gener | agent, to pay
the assured in tull sertlement of fher clann the
company’s proportion ol the foss

Ihe reader. however, should compare with the

MeCoy on the « I the W estern \ =St
Company vs Doull In this case the policy con
tatned a provision that subsequent assurane would
mvalidate the poliey unless notiee o writimng wer

ven and sach subsequent suranee endorsed on

the tirst policy

he insured effected further insarance and ver
Lallv notified the agent, but there was no endorse
ment, made on the poliey, and, a foss having ocem
~‘l|, the ||.|H|.|:~ Wils .|-||1|~||'w| DY the colnpany s
inshector. and neither he nor the agent nade any
objection to the subsequent insurianee

In this ca=e the Suprenn Conrt of Canada held
first. that the breach of the condition re subsequent

insurance and endorsemen thereot vouded  the

Inlu\
I'hy ubsequent Insuranee Wi ot oatoonee
notified 1o the congany an writting, nor was il

endorsed on the poliey e sunt granted by the com
Py ol otherwise acknowledged moownttimg
default whereol the poliey thenceforth ceased and
hecame of no efiect,” saud the Court

Second. that the agent, beingsa mere local agent
wnd not a general agent as in the McCoy case, head
no authority to waive the conditions of the poliey.
On this point the Court said

“Phe condition in the poliey 1= one which must
he comphied with or waived.  The company. by
signing a condition ol that Kmd, reserves to itsell
the right to withdraw the poliey incase ol further
IS e gquestion s one which cannot be
decided by o mere loeal agent He mayv receive
the notice for transmission, but he cannot act on
it it must be brought to the notice ol some person
yuthorized by the company to contine the msur
ance after notice has been given them It has
been decided moa wpmber of cases m Fongland that
v loeal agent his not <ueh anthorty and a mere
notice to him, even m i case where he s acting

for another company taking the further nisk, has

heen held to be go votiee to the company
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