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If we are flot nmistaken, the tannery of Messrs. Mooncy
wvas thoroughiy inspected by more titan one office which
insuircd it, stili il is a notorious fact titat the character of the
havird was materiiiy changcd and the propcrty cntiredy
dcstroyed hy lire withiîi the spacc of fourtcen days, wvhicli
the companies 'viii bc frce to maintain in spitc of any nuin-
ber of verdicts to the contrary. Thierefore how often is a
risk to bc inspected ?

M'e cannet heip) thinking that it is somcwhiat questionable
taste on the part of the Star just aiîcr insuring ils property
outsidc of Canada to try to rernove the biame of the recent
serions fires in Montreal front whiere the inuit really lies-
incificient and cfcctive fire protection-to the shoulders of
the fire insurance companies, for it hias thc appearance of
special pleading on behialf of the underground company or
compatnics,-whirh arc not, we hope, of the Anglo-Antcrican
wiid*cat typec,-whiicli tool, the risk at less than whlat the
offices here feit they could ifford ta (Io, taking into consid.
eration the great hieighit of the building and the inadequatc
watcr pressure. WVc do flot think that respectable Ainerican
offices would accept such risks, undcr the circunistances, at
a less rate than aur Iegally authorized companies in Canada.

Finally, %ve would rcminI our contemparary that wlhcn
buildings were somiewhatl owcr and the population less, the
insurance conîpanies succerded inii iiking nîoney in Mont_
real, but now thit city lias etiîirely outgrowi ils present
mens of protection against tire.

flNCB<A8E OF HAZABD.
UNr>ER Tiir, FiRt INSURANCE CON4TRAÇT.

Tht case of M,%ooney vs. the Imperial Fi re (and other in-
surance eonîpanies), recently tried iii the Stiperior Court,
wherc the verdict ivas adverse te the Iniperial Co.,-but
marc recently settled by all of the Conipanics by comiprom-
ise, as we le.trn-)resents sanie very inlJ)ortant points in the
matter of Ilincrease ai hazard " by the insured iter the
insurance had been %aken, which were not touched upon by
the defence, but which, hand thecy been brought out at the
trial, as might easily have been donc had the defendants
sought the aid <>f a competent expert to, prompt their coun-
sel by appropriate suggeCtions on the one hand, and by
giving proper evidence ini rebuttal on the other, as the
plaintiff did, would have chaligcd the result nîatcrially, for
it vas evidently ta the shircwd evasive cvidencé of the plain-
tift's expert-who, while carefuil as te ivliat lie did say, told
anly the truth, as far as hce went-that Mr. Mfoonev was
cisiefly indebted for bis verdict. And this simply bccause the
defendant's attornies, unassisted, wcrc not uinderwritersç
enough te, know how ta word their interrogatories s0 as te
bring out certain very important facts, studiouisly wihheld
by the expert because flot asked for, as te the wvellHnown
especial danger attcnding the drying cf wet cotton tupon
stcamn dryers ; upon the shewing of wbich tIse success of the
defence depcnded,-of which more anion.

The prominent points in the case arc as follows:
Thse insurance covered several adjoining buildings, ma-

chinery and plant of a tannery, and "lon stock, raW, wroughit
and in process, also material used in insured's busimcss."1
The entire premises being Iloccupied by the insured as a
tannery and leather-drcssing huuse, office and store bouse"1

In anc of the ramans there swas locatted an ordinary ste.itt-
diryer, used. for drying wool, hair. wool sacks, bagging, Ica-
ther, in the pracess cf the tanning operations with a fant
opcniing frani it into an adjoining ront. There neyer had
been a. fire iii the dryer roorn.

Vhe policy of the fniterial Company contained, înong
other conditions, thse following:

3. If any pemsn effccting inssirance in this conip.ny shîi ma~ke asny
rnisreprcientatian or conccalnîent touct.ing the ribk tu be asçured, or if,
dtinig the.citenice of tlis poiicy, or any renewaltbereoi, Met risk shail
li ipineited b.t- an:>' ,iearn, orbui-*M vui' ofp/I em:;es fer moie

at or tiefore ile uil<ing of 3ny renewal, ehali fail tu notiiy the coin-
pany ofany increase ai the hazard, whethcr within orwithoutthe prn.
ises, asnd have the saine e:torted htrcon, tAis p'i. shail & vrd.
Every renewal shall le demcd to bce inade up.111 the fail ai the repre.
selîtatton oit whicit the original poticy wçai grantecd, Utiêe,$ biupersellt<l
by a snc% description of the risk.

On or about April 141h, 1885, the premises were damagcd
by lire firt discovered in this drying.roam. Ciaim wvas niade
hy the. insured for the loss, which %vas reajisted by the cilicesi
upon the ground of Ilincrease of hazard " upon the pirent-
ises ivit!s knowledge and consent ai the insured, but with-
out niotice ta or consent ai the insurers ;and that this increase
cf hazard ivas the cause cf the o:ss.

Th,! circunistances attending thc lire werc as follnws:
just prier te the burninig cf the tatunery thcrc lsad bcn a

fire in the fitidon Cotton Milis, front wvhich the salvage,
consisting af wet and damiaged cotton, liad been removed ta
the 'Mooney tannery te ho dried uponi the steam-dryer. And
wbile so drying onc cf Mooney's employes testified tisat he
sasv smoke caming front the drycr ; that he tocit up thre
handfuls of cotton - the tirst haiidful was flot on lire, but
sunolced; tise second lhandiul, the sanie; but a third band-
fit! cf thse catton was on fire. The fan cf tise dryer was net
in operation. This witness further stated that irn going m'ao
the adjaining taons, bie found lire thcere--evitlentyhruv
tise fan opening. 'Under these circumstanccs the offices vezy
properly rcfused to acknowledge any liabiiity, except at tise
end ai a lawsuit.

The case cf the Iniperial cime up for triai, and the
Court submitted aine questions te the jury for their cort-
sideration and decision, the last lh'c oi which centain tise
gist ai the niatter as te the increase of the risk, as (cllows:

5. Dlid plaintifr for saine, and for wbat period of timncbeforc the fire,
use or cniploy, or suffier and permuit ta bce uses! and emplayed, on sali!
premises, or any portion thercof, for the purpose of dr>ing cotton, and
%vas cotton in ans! upion rai, insurcd 1premises <turin. said period af
timne in connection with maià drying ? A. IlVes, 8 or so days."

6. How long was it intended ta dry cotton on salit premniers, and in
what quantity, and was the use ai the prentises for that purpose rt-
tous? A. <'lb or tu days; the use oipremises wis gratuitous."1

7. NVas such presence and drying of cotton an alteration in thse use
of thse insured preniises. A. IlYes, but not niateriai."

8. NVaz sais! alteration ai use, if any, coniented ta Sy dteendmnt?
A. CINO?,

9. Did said alteration ai use inecase the risk? A. "1No."
In accordance with this decision cf the jury thc verdict

%vas given for thse plaintiff.
PATENTI STEAm.-DRYsns ANI) THEIR DANGERS.

The dryer in use at the Meoney tannery was anc cf the
lcind formerly known as a IIpatent stcam.dryer," in the
formi cf a wooden box santie 40 feet in length by i5 in width


