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Insurance Company by Conducting Defence ‘“king charge of the defence m the subsequent

r i A A iiiYinc I iahilitv Pvpn if act ion. It was held bv the Court of Appeal that for Insured Assumes Liability Even .f ^ 1)V €,1Ilt;nujnp defend the action
Insured has Violated a Clause of Policy af((ir klM)wl,,(lgl, o{ tlll, ,nari,inery Iwing unguarded
An employer who conducted a laundry had taken would lend the employer to beleive that they were 

nut an insmnnee policy to indemnify him against assuming liability under the policy, and the de­
ar, idents to his employees in his business. There fendants were t-stopjied from denying that they had 
was stipulation in the policy that the machinery waived the conditions of the policy as to unguarded 
s|,ould l>e guarded. While the policy was in force, machinery.
an employee had her hand injured in a mangling The ap|>eal was therefore allowed with costs, 
machine that was not guarded. The insurance also the appeal as to the counterclaim. It was 
company entered into negotiations with the injur- further pointed out in the judgment that the de- 
( l| employee end paid her a sum of money in settle- fendants could not recover from the plaintiff money 
ment of her claim, and later undertook the defence paid to their solicitor, even if they were not liable 

action brought by the employee against her under the policy, for money paid to a third ja-rson 
given against the cm- cannot he recovered as money paid under a mistake

(Saskatchewan—Parrot vs. HYrtrrn Ac-

1

• Iof an
employer. Judgment
ployer, and after paying the amount of the jmlg- of facts, 
mint lie brought an action against the insurance cidml and Guarantee Insurance Company.) 
company to recover the amount so paid under the
policy- The company denied their liability and SVMMARY <)P T1IE TRADE OF CANADA 
«•litvred a counterclaim for the amounts they lino 
paid under the policy and to their solicitor for de­
fending the action brought against the plaint iff. In 
the trial court judgment was given against the 
plaintiff, the action was dismissed, and the counter­
claim of the defendant company was allowed. The 

plover ap|iealed against this judgment and the 
heard by the Court o' Appeal of Basket-
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Piity collectai.« use was
, liewan. The plaintiff claimed that the stipulation 
in the |xilicy that the machine should lx- guarded 

ived by the company bv entering into nego­
tiations with the injured employee and paying her 

account of the accident, and further by
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1NSURANCH COMPANY OF NFW JKRSHY
Annual Statement aw of December Slat, 1920

liabilitiesASSETS
Government and Municipal Bonds . $ 790,4M 00
Railroad and Miscellaneous Bonils . .
Cash in Banks.........................................
Premiums in course of Collection and

other Assets..........................................

S 400,000 00 
390,134 39 
103,429 12 
M .000 00

Cash Capital..............................
Vwarm'd Premium lie's*'no . 
Losses in process of ailjustment 
All other claims.......................

*63,890 00
173,143 90

267.431 41 M3.B61.20
813.393.88Surplus oxer all I.iabilitio*» .. ..

SI .796.955.08SI,796,955.08
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