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inceasure lrovi(es tlatl conîipalnies îiecd anl>Y îl2serve 85
per cent. or the uîîiearnied preintnis for uncxpircd
risks, wh'li practically inens that tliey w~il1 lic allowecl
a <leduction equal to the commuissions. 'flic adoption
of tlîis stanîdardl, whilst niot îeall)y affcctilng the re-
sources of o ii 11w coiiip)aiy iii ail% way, wotulc stili
enable it ta tide over initial diffhcultics. If the miensuire
be passcd we iînay lolk for a nîiarlcd effcct tu follow
lupan the Surplus sliowvisgs at he nccîd of this ycar.
lInd it beeti in force 011 3 1st Deceniîber last, Uic aggre-
gate surpluses Of tlit 39 'New Vark joint Stock Fire
Coîtpanies would hiave beeîi $16,261,799 îîîsteacl of
$1 2,201,052. 'lic 11111 iS lx:itig StrOlngly opp)oseCi by the
Suplerititeiîîdeîît of I,siiiice, but the iinhere.shs whicli
w~ould be benîiehd by its provihiu ns are suo htrong tlîat
it iuay beconie law.

C<,,tblxttti,il tir A,, accident iilsuiraucc case. i*tl)ort.
.'tVilUt i,~atie d fro ni Bostoun by the /.,ur.qa/ of

Coinnierc?, 15 imîportanit as sliowinig

the interpretation placed il poil certain policy conditions
by the Supreine Court. Olle F-red. IL. Keenie, whoi WIS
insureci by clic New England MuIttual Accident Coin-
panly " agaiîîst persosial bodily injuries effected
tlirougli external, violent and accidentali menuis," %vas
kîlled by a1 detachied car while lie was crossinig the
track of the Old Coloily Railraad Comîpany, near tlîe
]3rocktoîi station. Ali unibrellan iviiclî lie hceld in lus
biand preveîitcd hli'n froin observing the car. Notices
wcre posted uip prohibiting people froîn crossing the
Elle, but evidenice wvas givtei that front I,000 tu 2,000
persons crosscd at thiat point daily, and the deceased
wvas tlierefore îîot regardled. as atrespaý-sser. 'flicpalicy
contaiined a clause providiiig against "a'.t v'oltintary
exposure ta uiiiicssary danger, hazard or perilous
adventure." 'fuis wvasiitcrprctcd ta incan a coniscious
inteîitional exposure, aiid 1iaving regard ta, the otiier
provisionis of tle contract aga1inst intcîitioiîal. acts, the
act of deceased was lield ilot tu violate tlîis condition
according ta thc evidence. Aîîotlîer clause requiring
tie insured "' ta use ail due diligece for personal
saféty aîîd protectioni" wvas constrîîed îlot ta be iii-
consistent with iîiadvcrtence, iior wvith runiinig sucli
risks as prudent people run, and ulpax the tcstinîoîîy
of thc witniesses, the <leccased's act wvas iat necessarily
ta bc deenxed a violation af tlîis condition.

AGAINST PUBLIC POLICY.
A rather iiovel fire insurance case wvas receîîtly dcci-

ded on a reliearing iii the Suprenie Court of Iowa,
involvinig a question as ta, public policy. Trle facts are
reported as follows :-A building, valued at $6,ooo, was
erected oui 'and leased by ane Griswo!d frozuî tîe Illi-
nois Central Railway Caiila.iy, aîîd adjoining its track
and station at \Vinthrop. The property was insîîred
for $4,ooo, auîd wvas destroycd by fire caused by sparkzs
aîîd ciuiders fron ouie af thec Coinpany's locomuotives
wvlich was miot equipped witli a spark arrester and
wvas "a îegligcntly hiandled." 'fli insuranice conipaulies
paid the loss, aîîd joiiied the owiier in' aiu actiaon agaiîîst
the railway coipany for daniages. 'fhe lease af the

land1( caiitained a proviso, holding tlîe railway coinpany
frec froin aIl liability for dlainiage by fire accidczitally or
necg/ige;:/éî' coiniuiuiicatcd ta thîe praperty in tlîe opera-
tioli ai tiie rail--)ad or froin cars or engines lawfully on
its track. Thie railway coîiipaiiy's defence wvas Jiat tlîc
plaintiffis' riglît af action liaci leeîî signled away. 'fli
plaiiitiffs irgued tîmat tlm stipulation iii the lease pur.
parting to save tie railway conupany lîarniless i case
af loss caused b>' its owni negligence wvas void as being
cantrary ho public policy. 'flic pliiitiff.s' desliurrerw~as
sustaitied on tlie finit liearing, but the decision wvas
afterwards rcversed b3' tlîe Court, twojutdges disseiîting.
'fli rev'crsal wvas based on1 tlîe graunid thiat the owlier's
agreemienit ta incliiiiy the coîiipaîiy iii consideration
of tlie pernidssioîi ta build on its riglît of way wvas situ-
1ily a conitracta witliî thoeir riglit, as ta whlich slîould
bear tlîe hazard inident ta thc locationu, aîid tlîat thc
public liad lia interest in such a coîîtract. Thc decision
was, we tlîik, a ju!it one uruler the circunistances, but
the views eiiuiiciated by tlîe Court do îîat sein ta be
altagethier conclusive au thie question -raised. It is
difficuit to sec liot% any caîitract of iiidemuîity for loss
caused tlîrauglî carelessness or megligence, which may
result iii danger ta public interests, caux le conisistent
with sound public policy. Iii support of the Caurt's
opinion, it wvas stated thiat fire itisurance compaiis
iîideinify for loss incîîrred tlîrougli the insured's own
carelessiiess or iiegligence. Doubtlessconipanies sanie-
tintes pay iii such cases, but their policies do îlot under.
take ta do so. Oui the coiitrary, anl examination of thieir
caîîtracts will show% tlîat extreme care is taken ta provide
agaiîîst suc1h risks.

A QUESION FOR ENDORSERS 0P ZOI-'8.

A case lias beeti recently decided by the Suprenie
Court of Nebraska-iii harmony with previaus deci-
sions ai biglier Cour ts-wliich turns upon the question,
%vliethier a person other than the payee signing his naine
on thc back ai a nxote befare its delivery ta a persan
î%'Iio receives it for value is hiable thereon ta a bo;:a

fide hiolder, as a joint maker of sncb niote ? The case
came up by appeal frotn ai iiiferior Court whichi had
dccided in favor ai thc First National Bank, where the
note liad beeti discounted. 'flere is a general impres-
sin anîaîigst tliose wvbo, as the saying is, " lend their
ruaneso' as"' backers"' or indorsers of PrOnxissory notes,
niade b)y persois whoni tlîey tlîus wislî to help, that hie
wlo places inîdarserrent an it prior ta, a note being
passed avay by the inaker for value is nxerely as-
sumnug the liability ai aul ordinary indorser, auîd mîust
lie uîotified ai dislionor iii due course. The Supreme
Court dccided tlîat, "«wlien a thîird person indorses bis
naine upon a note iii blank at thc time it is eîcecuted
anid befox-e delivery, the law presuines that lie intended
ta assume tue liability ai ai original promisor."' Thîe
Court presuuxed tlîat tIc plaintiff intended to itucur
the liabilit> of a niaker. llie question as to vhiat
wvas the jitention ai sudh ai indarser, wvSether luis
undertakiuig was designed ta be a joint maker,
guarantcr or iudorser, could arise as between the
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