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pediency. But a holiday of this nature must of ne-
cessity be of voluntary observance. The Act would
sunply declare the 24th May, in perpetuity a legal
holiday, it could not, af passed, compel any workinan
to “lay off " work on that day against his will.  The
populanty of this holiday to a large extent has arisen
from its being the carliest time after winter when a
holiday can he enjoyed out of dvars. It is our
npening day,” for excursions, sports, pic-nics, ctc., is
the feeling of all clasems, We shall all be loyal sul-
jeets in time of a king whose birthday is the gth
November, but no holiday will be ever fixed for that
date, however popular the king may become.  The
Queen's Birthday has now for forty-seven years been
a public holiday in Canada, probably the secular one
most generally observed, and most enjoyed as a relief
from the oppression of winter. It scems then so
lappy a conjunction to have the birthday and the
memory of the Queen associated with so popular a
holiday, that its perpetnity would be almost univer-
sally approved by all classes of Canadians,

ALLOCATION OF LOS8kS UNDER NON-CONCUR.
RENT POLICIES.

The following question has been submitted t. us :
Company “A” insures specifically on Houschold
Furniture $200.  On Wearing Apparel, $300. Com-
pany “B" blauket on Houschold Furniture and Wear-
g Apparel, $250. A loss oceurs of $16.50, to the
liouschold “Furniture and $§4.50 to the Wearing
Apparcl. How much should cach Company contri-
bute ?

He would be a bold man who would attempt  an
allocation of this loss, and say  hat his adjustment
should stand as being the one and only correct solu-
tion.  There is no more vexed question in the Fire
Insurance business than the allocation of losses under
nonconcurrent pohcies, the only principle actually and
definitely settled in all cases is that no allocation of a
loss can be sustained that does not vield the fullest
weasure of indenmity to the insured.  Having that
point definitely settled, there vet arises a number of
instances where, as between Insurance Offices, the
question arises, * what proportion of this loss is to be
paid by us.” It may be stated as a foregone conclu-
sion that, in cvery such case every office applies a
rule which will leave them the least amount to pay,
and are ready to contend against all comers that the
particular rule applicd on that particular occasion is
the one and only fallible allocation.  No rule of ap-
portionment has ever met with the general approval
of the Companies, there are supporters of all rules, and
all in turn are knocked over like nine ps. if the rule
works against the pocket.  In reply to an enquiry we
cannot, of course, enter more largely mto the gen-
eral question, but if the enquirer is of an enquiring
turn of mind, he may puzzle over pages of interesting
matter by tummng to Griswold's enlarged Text Book
(1889 edition), pages 710 tv 864. Of late ycars, how-

cver, the general practice in England (from which
ccuptty we shouid take our example) has been tu
adopt a “ mean " principle, and, while we do not claim
for it its universal adoption, it is so far based upon
common sense and justice as 13 lead us to commend
its general adoption in this country,  Under this
principle the following would be the solution of the
question put by our correspondent :—
13t Allocation,

Household Furniture Weating Apparel
.00 $16.50. T.oss $4.50. Total
Insurers. Pays. Irsurers. Pays. to pay.
$ $ $ $ $

Co “A™,.....200 7.33 300,00 2.50 9.83

“ “BY, ... ..250 9.17 240.83 2.00 1117
$16.50 $450 $21.00

and Allocation (reversing the order).
Wearing Apparel Household Furniture

Toss $4.50. Loes $16.50. Total
Insurers. Pays. Insurers. Pays. to pay.

$ ; $ S s
Co. “A”....300 2,45 200.00 7.38 9.83
“ R, ..250 2.0§ 247.95 9.12 1.1y
$4.50 $1650  $a1.00

The loss to cach Company coming out the same total
in both ways of reckoning the “mean * principle does
not apply. But, in order that the principle may be
correctly shown, let us vary the figures and complete
the task. Let us take the following case analogous
to the one submitted, only changing the amount of
loss on the items :—

Co.s* A ™ Insures $200. On Household Furniture and
$300. On Wurins Apparel.
Co.* B Insures $250. On Hsehold Furnit. and W’ring Apparel.
Loss..... $300 On Household Furniture,
¢ ceees $150. On Wearing Apparel.

13¢ Method.

Household Furniture Wearing Apparel
1.0es $300. Loss $150. ‘Total

Insurers Pays. lno;ten. Pays. o pay.
Co. A "....200 166,67 300 108,00  274.67
Co. “B ”....250 133.33 116.67 42.00 175.33

——

$300.00 $150.00 $450.00
2and Method (recevsing the order).

Wearing Apparel Household Furniture
1,008 $150.00. 1088 $300- Total

lnsu;:n. Pays.  Insurers.  Pays. to pay.
s
Co.““A "..300 8:1.82 200.00 157,158 238.97
Co. “B"..250 68.18 181.82 142.85 211.03
$150.00 $300 00 $450.00

Co. “ A" 1st Method Pays........$274.67
and ¢ ¥ eviiees 238,97

$513.64 Mean......$856.82
Co. “B” 1st Method Pays........$175.33
amd o« ¥ eeeiiee. 211,03

$386.356 Mean......$193.18

$450.00

Company “B” in both methods kas an unexhausted

portion of the policy, and such balance is made to

contribute with the specific item of Co. ““ A's ™ policy,

which will account for the amounts in the 2nd Column
upon which Co. “B” is called to contribute,




