JuLy 1, 1893

& egal @hieﬁigjmsc.

ACCIDENT INSUEANCLL

LIVERPOOL Assizes, March, 18y3.  Heancll vs. Svollnh Metro-
politan Life. Using due diligence for personal safety.

Plaintiff was appointed agent for the defendant company in
October last, at the samne time taking out 2 policy for £1,000.

e lived at Oxford Road, Aintree, and his ganlen abutted on
the Lancashire & Vorkshire Railway Compansy’s line. At the
bottom of the road there was a slecper fetice, over which railway
servauts and others climbed in order to reach a footpath along
the Jine.  On the evening of November 2gtl, plaintiffleft his
house to go and sce an overseer who lived on the other side of
the Hue. He climbed aver the fence as usual, and had crossed
the up and down line when he stumbled against something, aud
fainted. \When be came to himsclf, e found thar a teain mas
have passed over him, as one hand had been cut off, while the
other was so mangled thatit had to be amputated.  The plain.
tiff denied that he was in difficultics at the time, or that there
was the slightest ground for suggesting that ke hud wilfully
gone on the line to iujure himself.  He hield a policy of L1,
in another company.

Counsel submitted that upon the plaintiff®s evidence there was
no liability on the part of the defendants.  Asmony the provi
sions of the policy was one that ¢ this policy is granted upon thc
expressed coudition that the assured shall use all due diligence
for his persoual safety and- protection,” and anotler that ¢* the
policy shall not extend to assured wilfully, wantonly, aud
negligently cxposing hituself to any unnecessary danger” The
plaintiff by his own showing could have yroune across the bridge
provided by the company, but justead chose a dangerous way.
His Lordship kEcld there was a case to go to jury. Several
witnesses were called for the defence, sud the jury found for the
phintiff. 1lisLonlshipsaid he entircly agreed with the finding
atd romewhat regrettted the bine of cross-examination which
counscl had been instructed to adopt.

FIRY INSURANCE.

lowa SurruEM®E COURT, Feb., 1893. Frane ws. Burlinglon
Ins. Cuv. Kuowledyge of agent that of the company:.

The policy of the defendant provided that if the property in-
sared should be encumbered by mortgage without the consent
of the president or scerctazy of the company it should he void.
It further provided that noagent had power 1o waive any of the
provisions of the policy. The plaintiff bought the propznty in-
sutad, and took an assignment of the policy. e gave to the
assignor a tortgage to secure part of the purchiase-anoucy. The
agenmt was fully informed of all the facts, and asked o oltain
the consent of the company to the assignment. The agent sent
the policy to the cotupany with request o assent o the assign-
meay, bt did not mention «he fact of the mongage. Jicld,
that the company was cstopped to defend on account of the
motgage, as it was bound by the knowledge of the agent.

It was also hicld, that whete the evidence that tbe defendant’s
agent Lad been fully inforned of themorigagcon the premiscs
at the tme of the transfer of the policy was dircet aue’ positive,
the jury were justificd in finding such cvidetice as true, even
though the agent denicd having any knowlalge of the inort
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FARM PROPERTY FIRES.

Famm property is keeping up its reputation of being
an absorbent, not merely ot its own premiums bat of 2
generous portion of premiums from more fortuunate clas-
s of risks as well.  Underwriters who are wrestling
with the farm problem wonder how much longer farm-
ors will comtinue to reap where they have not sown.
The heavy loss ratio on this class duriug the fisst three
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months of the year, when natural conditions usnally
favor an absence of fires, betokens anextraotdinary sea
son as soon as lightning begins its operations aud the
tramps start upon their annual barn-burning uip.

The undesirability of farm risks has become so firmly
established among underwriters, that it is the exception
rathier than the rale that companies can be found wiil-
ing to write the business | and agents having such lines
to place can well inquire as to the conditions that make
it so unprofitable and consequently »o generally tabooed.
The location of farm property, removed from fire
protection, and cven from ncighboring habitations, has
much to do with making fires more disastious and the
loss claims frequently total. The tendency toward
cheapuess in construction of farm houses also explains
the large nunther of defective-flucfires. Thelack of caze
of property and delay in repairing. account for the pres.
ence of dry and moss-covered shingles, and the resultant
munerous fires from sparks on the roof. Lxghtui:gg and
tramps furnish more than their share of fires ;: while the
steam thresher, kerosene oil lamps aud lanterns provide
iheir full quotaof the many and varied causes assigned.

There is, of course, a rate that will cover all of these
patural and unnatural hazards ; but i the gxpcrienge
of the companices which have given this business a fair
trial proves anything, it is plainly—and to themn pain-
fullv—cvident that the present rates are not capable of
doing it. In mauy scctious, farm rates are as low as
protected village dwellings, which is wmauifestly unrea:
sonable, and in other localities some distinclion has
been made; but very rarcly can there he found a sec-
tion where farm risks pay as much as 23 cents addi-
tional for three years. Farm property, in some sec
tions, is rapidly depreciating in value, and this adds
another and very serious factor, a species of moral
hazard, which some underwriters claun caunot be rated,
but which costs every company more of less money, if
it has farm property on its acceptable list.

It is becowming an important question whether farmers
will not be obliged to insure themsclves, instead of be-
ing persuaded from so doing. With the present loss
conditions. underwriters think they can well be encour-
aged in forming local mutual cowpanies, that they
might learn the lesson of rates.  Farmers will, however,
continue to buy as cheaply as possible, and many have
l1ad too much experience with farm niutual surance
companics to be caught again ; therefore, farm insur-
auce will no doubt hereafter e offered to stock com-
panies, and it then hecomes a problem for the agents.
The latter must exercise unusual care in inspection and
selection and show favorable results, if they expect that
companies will continue 1o write fatm properly.  Some
companics assmue that agents will not use discretion,
and have already put farm property upon their pro-
hibited Yists.—Comamercial Lullctin.

MERCHANTS BANK OF CANADA.

PROCEEDINGS AT THE ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING OF
SHAREHOLDERS.

The annual general meeting of the shiarcholders of the Mer.
cliants Bank of Canalda was held in the Koard room of that
institution «n Waodneslay, June 21, at noon, when there were
present  Messrs. Andrew Allan, px-:sxdcm; Robert  Anderson,
vicepresident :_Hector Mackenzic, Jonathan Hodyson, James
I". Dawes, M. Burke, John Crawford, William_¥rancs, J. Y.
Gilmour, John McConncl, Murdock Mackenzie, T. H. Dunn
{Qucbee) John Cassils, Johu Mozzison, Col. Kippen (Lennox-
ville), J. H. R Molson, J. P. C!cghom,ﬁjohn Curran, George
Cruiclishank, J. A. L. Strathy, G.M. Kinghors, H. J. Hague
and James Moore. . .

The proceedings were opencd by the President taking the
chair and requesting Mg, John Gault 1o act as secretary.  Afier
the secretary had read the advertisensent convening the mecting,
the president submitted the following report of the directors :—



