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now in question.
expression certa’nly includes’ everyone operating or
assisting in the operation of a machine containing
an edged-tool.  The appellants  would have us
limit it to the operation, not of the machine but
of the edged-tool itsell—in this case, the circular
saw. That contention is certainly wrong. Tt is
not what either the act or the regulation says.

“Working on an edge too! machine,” therefore,
does not mean merely making use of the edge tool
~—the saw—putting it in operation and so on, but
comprises working upon any part of the machine,
helping in any part of the operation. All parts of
the prohibition is extended to working on the ma-
chine in any capacity whatsoever,

For these reasons, I covsider that the trial judge
was right in hnduw that young Jolicoeur was em-
the operation may not be dangerous, but the raa-
chine as a whole presents dangers and is, therefore,
properly classified as dangerous, The reason for
the rule that a boy under sixteen years of age shall
not work on such a machine is that doing so would
bring him into close proximity to danger, and so
ployed by the appellants in violation of law as to
age, and that he was, therefore,
persons covered by the policy.

Question of Wairer.

The appellants’ second ground of appeal is that
the course of conduct of the respondents in rela-
tion fo this matter constitutes acquiescence, or
waiver, or estoppel, or whatever may be the proper
term to describe admission of liability on their part
for damages arising out of the accident in question.
Acquiescence or waiver, however, could be brought

not one of the

But be thet as it may, the #x-

about only by an express agreement between the

parties wade with the same, formalities as the con-

tract its2lf.  The respondents were represented in
—~Dangegrous Work

thes: negotiations throughout by Mr. Brown, their
)

c'aims adjuster, and he had no authority, express

or implied, to waive any of respondents’ rights
under the policy nor to  bind them to liability
beyond that expressed in the policy.  Moreover,

the acts and conduct of Brown relied upon by the
appellants were not such as to support the appel-
lants' contention, cven if he had authority to bind
rospondents.

For these reasons, I am of the opinion that the
jndgicent a quo is well founded on this point also
and that it should be confirmed. )

Judgment Allard dis<
senting.

accordingly, Mr. Justice

Dessaul'es & Co. appeared for the appellants,
with ', St. Germain, K.C., as counsel, and J. T,
Hackett, K.C'., with J. A. Mann, K.C'., as <counsel

for the ivsurance company.

Canedian Fire Underwriters Associaticn

The semi-annual meeting of the C. F. U, A,
was held 1 Ottawa on Tuesday and Wednesday
this  week. - There attendance of
members, who had a busy session discussing im-
portant  matters incident to the The
meeting was followed by the annual meeting of
the Western Canada Fire Underwriters
tion.

was a large
business.

Associn-

COLUMBIA

INSURANCE COMPANY OF NEW JERSEY

Annual Statement as of December 31st, 1919

ASSETS
Government and Municipal Bonds. .
Railroad and Miscellancons Bonds ., ..
Cash in Banks .. .. .
Premiums in course ol Collmtmn and
other Assets.. ..

$ 790,488.00
563,890 .00
175,145 .60

267,431.48

$1,796,955.08

o

Head Office for Canada
Montreal

LIABILITIES
Cash Capital . d
["nearned I‘renuum Ra«r\o AT AR 390,134 .38
Losses in process of adjustment .. .. .. 105,426 82
All other claims .. .. .. .. .. 4 $8,000.00

$ 400,000.00

£33,561.20
813,393.88

$1,796,955.08

Surplus over all Liabilities

R. MacD.
J. B. Paterso
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FOR MONTREAL

LEWIS BUILDING, MONTREAL
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