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4-qq vin-~ Luj, and inj urien l

1SUP-ERIOR COURTMHONTREAI.* SUPREME COURT 0F THE UNITEDEhiher and children- faintenanoe-Fauit of STATES.
father- G. C. 166, 

ac ,87
FTeld. That the obligation of childre 

Madt, 87
naintain their fahr moCIDer and or as-ahr oeradotho as. DN ISRN COMPANY 0F Nor'¶endants who are in~ want (C. C. 166), does AMERICA v. CIRANDAL.iot case whon the flOcessitous condition of InsuranceAccdentSuiide when insane.ho parent is caused by his own fault. The An imurance against"I bodily injuries, effectes1temPerance of an aged father does flot through external, accidentai and tioleiWOnstitute a valid ground for refusing to means," and occasioning death or complet
laintain him. Arle8ss v. Arless et al., In Re- di.sability to do business, and condjtionediew, Johnson, Guli, Ldrangor, JJ., Jan. 31, flot to Ilextend to death or disability whCl387.

may have been caused wholly or in part bYbligation with term-Loan of money at interest bodilY infirmities or disease, or by siiE~-. . 1091. or self-ilfljctd injuries," covers a death bYHeld, Whoro money is loano<j at interest, 1 hanging oneseif while insane.e tem. i prsume tobe sipultedin SInorror to the Circuit Court of the Uniteder m oft e r io sm e t s bo f tipula to .n tats for the Northern District of Illinoistior of thocredito as iwl asof hon debtor (See 9 Legal News, 138.)au et v. 3fn r, i.,n 12o,1Jo8 n on P pi This was an action against an accidentau, oran er, J., une 2, 1 86.insurance co ni pany upOn a policy beginning
COURTOF QUEYS BNCH- thus:- "Ia considoration of the warrantjeoC O U RT 0 F Q U E N'S E N CIL m ade in the application for this insuran oedeMadSevNT-PREoal Ijris and of the sum of fifty dollars, this Companystr an enin e remo n Ifj re Ngli- her by insures Edw ard M .- Crandal, by OC [genc of oreran.cupation, profession or employment a presi'"he plaintiff (respondent) was employod dent of the Crandal Manufacturing ComiOne of two gangs of mon W-ho were on- pany," in the sum. of ten thousand dollars, fot fed in discharging defendant's stoamship. twelve months, ending May 23, 1885, payable~r the gang to which plaintiff belonged to his wife, the original plaintiff, "lwithixl>een disnissd for lunch, the foroman thirty das after sufficient proof that thO,ho other gang callod for volunteers to insured atany tume within the continuanCest in remOving a heavy iron girder. The of this policy shaîl have sustained bodily in-ýOndent volunteored, and whilo asisisting, juries, effected through external, accidentaiinjured in consequonco of the girder and violent moans within the intent andling over. The accident wa8 attributable meaning of this contract and the conditionoie nogligenco of the foreman in charge. horeunto annexed, and such injuries aloI'0Pld, (afflrming the decision of TORRANCE, shahl have occasioned death within ninetY1. That masters and employers are res- days froni the happening thoreof, or thOible for the fault and nogligence of the insurod shall sustain bodily injuries bYaan placed in authority by theni, whe- means as aforesaid, which ehaUl, indepen'the damage ho caused to a fellow ser- dontly of ail othor causes itnmediately anidor not. 

wholly disable and prevent him. froni theThe fact that the plaintiff, while in the prosecution of any and every kind of busi-oymnent of the dofendants, volunteere<j ness pertaining to the occupation underie particular service in which he was which ho is insured, thon on satisfactoredwhen injurod, does not rolieve the proof of such injuries, ho shail ho indeman->yer from. responsibility. Allan et ai., fied against Ioss of time caused thereby inIants, and Pratt, respond., March 18, '87. the sum. of fifty dollars per week for sucIXappear in Montreal 14w Ror,38c. period of continuons total disability as saappear in Montreal law Reports, 3 Q. iB. immodiatelv folw th- jA-
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