
f>7 x INSURANCE & FINANCE CHRONICLE.
Ji NE >o, IR,
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I lie twenty-eighth annual report of i|,,

"f the ( intario Mutual Life Assurance C 
submitted to the policy-holders at their nieetin, 
the 4<,tli ult., at Waterloo. A full report of ,h,V' 
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answer to questions put to him, had made 
material misrepresentations as to his state of health 
use „f alcoholic liquors, physicians who had treated’ 
him, etc. The jury found that some of the answers 
made by the deceased

«1er

The record is one of continued 
marked in the address of the President, shows the 
business of the Ontario Mutual for the past year m 
have been of the most satisfactory character and pro 
hahly the best in the history of the Company. Tht 
premium income exceeded the figures of 1X46 by 
$44,000, and the revenue from interest showed 

ireasc „f over $17,000. Policies were issued during 
the year, assuring no less an amount than $3,070.9011 
eclipsing the business of i8t/, by $655,550. and she*, 
mg an increase in the number of new pdivies from 
1600 to 4040. The company now lias 15.701 p.lim 
m force and the amount represented as assured thrrr 
by is $41.487.181.

Tbe total assets of the Ontario Mutual Lite 
amount
mg the twelve months’ business about $348 .«>. Onr 
"I the most pleasing features in a pleasing report i> 
the I resident s statement regarding the ,I, ben,ure» 
held by the company—that these securities are not m 
any ,ase taken at a larger sum than the |.iirchi« 
price thereof, although, by adding the increased valor 
since buying the same, the assets and surplus of the 
company could he shown increased by $50.000.

At the annual meeting of a financial institution, 
some months ago, the manager referred with pride 
to the amount netted by his hank through adopt** 
a course not pursued by the prudent Untar.. Mutual

success .nul, as rr-

untnie, hut that they 
were not material to the contract. The company 
carried the suit into the ( Intario Court of Appeal, 
and sought to have it decided that the misrepresenta­
tions found by the jury were material, and voided the 
policy. 1 he Court handed out their judgment on 
I lies,lay (May loth) t„ ,|„ effect that under the 
circumstances the findings of the jury could not be 
« isttirhed. One of the misrepresentations, which 
were alleged to he material by the Company, was a 
negative answer to a question asking whether the 
insured had been attended by any physician other 
than Ins regular one, whereas in fact he had, and for 
an ailment which some of the judges on appeal said 
they would have found material to the policy had 
they tried the case without a jury. The trial judge 
it appeared had charged in favour of the Company.

I Ins ease illustrates the hardship of the Ontario 
Insurance Act ii|k>ii Insurance Companies, in requir­
ing all questions of materiality to he left to a jury.
1 arr Pr<Wly questions for the Court, or very 

olteii so. It is generally safe to predict what the jury 
will say upon such matters; in fact, one of the judges 
in the t ourt of Appeal remarked that there would he 
httle use 111 granting a new trial, as the result would 
no doubt be the same again.
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