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B. C.] UNION COLUAFRY CO. v. THz QUKEN. [Dec. 7, 1900.

Criminai /aiv-indictment against corparaiin-Endangeripig huinan li¼-
Cràn. Code S, 213-Ma*slaugliter.

Under sec. 213 of the Criminal Code a corporation may be indicted
for omitting without lawful excuse, to perforîn the duty of avoiding danger
to hunian life frorn anything in its charge or under its contraI.

The iact that the consequence of the omission to perform such duty
might have justified an indictment for mansiaughter in the case of an in-
dividual is not a ground for quashing the indictment.

As sec. 213 provides no punishnient for the offence, a corporation
indicted under it is lhable to the cominon law punishment of a fine. Apgeal
dismissed.

Aylesivait, Q.C., for appellant. C *obi,.ron, Q.C., for respondent.

Ont,] ECK14ART V. LAN4CASHIRE INS. CO. [Nov. 13, 1900.

Znsisrance, flr-e-Forrni of Âpoliy-" Co-irsurance " etaise-Salii(opy ean-
ditions- Variations-RS. 0. (18&7) c. 167.

A policy of fire insurance issued on 2rnd January, z896, contained the
clause known as the "'Co-insurance clause " (requirîng the insured to keep
the property covered by other pohicies ta at least 75%< of its value), printed
under the heading IlVariations iii Conditions" as prescribed by secs. 115
and i16 R. S-0. c. t67,

Iid, afirrning the judgment of the Court of Appeal (37 0. A.R. 373
36 C.L-J. 421) which affîrrned thejudgnient at the trial (29 O.R. 695), that
whether or flot the alteratic.n introduced into the policy was of the nature of
a variation of any partieular statutory condition or iii addition to statutory
conditions, the clause was neither unjust or unrcasonable and that it tormed
part or the contract of insurarîce ta the same extent as the statutory con-
ditions indorsed on the policy would have been if the alteration had been
printed therein. Appeal dismissed with conts.

tase, Q C., for appellant. c>eeilas, Q. C., and itadi-nnes, for
respondent.


