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oﬁ‘ises
and that they had, on the faith of inducements and ;’:lefcnd'
held out and made to them in this correspondeml‘ﬁrge sums &
ants, made great efforts, and expeml.ed, not.only dala i es;
money, but a very great amount of time, skill an antes man
tending the business of the Company, in such a or 8

. m

they could only look to future returns aris:mg the}‘:z;ore u,?c;"
tinued. Like many other good things which we come | adequate return for such efforts of expenditure, v\tamm wit
to appropriate, only half conscious of their value | ation they had now been deprived of by the unw 3
until we are deprived of them, we use the knowledge | drawal of the Agency. . core HO“’M
so laboriously gathered from the field and chrystalized The case came up for trial on the zoth instant be e hve day®
in The Tables with a kind of matter-of-course, half | justice Davidson and a special jury, and resulted afte
appreciation. Very naturall){, the Vqlume grOWs as | jearing in a verdict for plaintiffs of $14,000: Jowing note®
the field expands, and we mnotice tha.t it grows thicker The chief points in the case are shown by the follo e jury
as it gets older. The abrlqged .edl.tlp“’ for common from the Judge's most learned and explicit charge 0
use as an agent’s handbook, is a judicious selection of

«The Chronicle Fire Tables for 18g0,” like its
redecessors, is a publication which not only covers a
eld all its own, but covers it exceedingly well. Just 1

how valuable a contribution to the knowledge of the
underwriting world is made by this publication would
at once appear, were it from any cause to be discon-

i i POINTS IN THY CHARGE. o
those things most often wanted, and is notably multum

Co'
ance ™
’ . . . > N ern Insur
in parvo. Taylor Brothers hecame agents of the Nortl cel"ed

2 they eC”
T i th September, 1886, ontt
“ .. . . . T pany, 11 1867. About the 25 : : that € f
he Prov:pcxﬁl Provident In}st!;}ltmt} is the | |° lifcation from the Company, informing me?nowing . ma
I'i%l - anl asﬁ?b;mellt COIICE(lin o }(ng o sgt' tion with it was to terminate on the 15t January 10 ing
omas, and wihc commence operations i1 1334.

. P Agency ¢ of
In all the time since it has succeeded in keeping sole cause given for the ter111111a:1013h:‘i; gtehtehe Elaﬂageme:,,ch
enough of its members to report the meagre array of desire on the part of the Company 0 ® 7" "7 " egular br
dome 2,700 certificates at the close of 1889. With its the business here from a comm;ss.uén agtji ‘11 ,):,.«, 0 nageTS e
perpetually increasing assessments, annual dues, oﬁ'\ce,.un‘der co.ntrol'of one of txtf). onge v a)l - nd the potice %ai o
““emergency fund ' contributions, *‘reserve fund” Believing this action to have efm‘; fot hout $50:090 & gts
contributions, and what not, its members soon find the insufficient, Taylor Brothers now sued f t O s et P
boasted *‘cheapness’’ is all delusion, and drop out, | ing tobe entitled to what would repru:en. '};tg o conmes
How effectually they drop out is scen by the fact that | on their commissions, the »:aluc of the rig {he e of P
the terminations, exclusive of deaths, amounted last | created by them in developing the lm‘smebs. e what wohe)
year to $1,329,000, while the total new business was | and documents appropriated by the Lotnpan')ef;n;mq whi h;eeﬂ
but $1,438,000. In other words, almost as many old represent the cost to them of pending engag o whic d
members got disgusted, and quit, as, with all its drum- | could not terminate within the delay given, @ e 0
beating and misrepresentations, it induced to come in. | incurred especially for the business of the Nor‘t P inte e
This is ** building up’’ with a vengeance. We shall 'fhe defendants invoked the ongx})al con‘trtl‘tlé o the P ésﬂgd
pay our respects more at length to this institution | one of the conditions which made it terminab dicie

. . 5 sl
hereafter. of the Company, and alleged that their notice was °
e their action legal and justifiable. at potic® ef
li w u t @ Under the questions put, the jury had to find wha ) th
1 .

€

. any’
agents werc entitled to, what proprietary rights (‘: recogﬂﬂ’ei
had in the business, according to the usages O tm'dqo 0 chafgt;e
T " 77| pere. As far as the law was concerned, Judge Pav! 2ble) ot s
TERMINATION OF AGENCY. that the original contract was defeasible (te"mmthe rem® o
SUPERIOR COURT—MONTREAL, MAY, 1890. pleasurc of the Company, and whatever might be pre]

1d not in law inctud® Precog'
Thomas M. Tavlor et al.vs. The Northern Assurance Company | of Taylor Brothers, they would 1

. X . law usuéd y 1{ 8

This was an action by the former agents of the Company, f\l.tl“'e profits ; an‘d that f,;he n:etans ;21:31021‘:Xtel‘ io0 10;3 e

defendant, for a claim arising out of the alleged illegal with- “"’e‘} as al'o‘l \e)bemg su 1c1f3n‘ tl?e ercutio aof anothef Cobe Poﬁ

drawal of the Agency without sufficient notice, and the appro- specific, written contract was ight o act
priation by the Company of business created by the plaintiffs

il ot it ot
equally clear and specific in its terms, but tha: dl:nce 10 P e

inti a1 i r correspo

without making any allowance therefor. The plaintiffs claimed sible by a long course of dealing 0 P

i i articula? ac ot ¥
foll extensions or modifications, even though no P e ciel s o
as follows :— . i in 1 [
issi 3 ointed to as 11 . 8
First,—FEstimated profit on one year's COMIMISSION. ... $ 7,500 particular phrase could be P ther an accumuli‘“on. 0 woﬂld
Second,—Value of rights in the business over and produce such a result. It was rathe

above first iteM. ... cvveee ccttvose cuaess 15000
Third,—Cost and value of books and documents be-
longing to plaintiffs.....c...oceveencen o 20,000

Fourth,—I.0ss on contracts and obligations, material

. o nich the I g
of expressions than any specific statements wmd’lury 1o b ﬂ’t o
have to enquire into. It was necessary fc?r' the J L a “;ﬁc"
than usually careful in arriving at a decision upo od

J 0 st
and other expenditure incurred and ren- this kind, and their conception of any Cha.“tg ethrough :;uld
dered useless and unremunerative by the tion, which in their pbelief had come to ex1s t whic o
undue termination of the Agency........ 5,000 | means, ought to be clear and explicit as was th:e o inal
Total ClAIt o e eene o erereranesneenn _:‘Z;y's'o'o be produced by a reading of the conditions of t put cf,t
The defendants pleaded inter alia to this action.tlxa? they had tm,;;'e Judge further stated that as ¢ [uestions had :e:,gsted’:o
committed no breach of contract, that the termination of the . <king whether or not these usages of tr f al‘d, ‘
Agency in the manner adopted was perfectly legal, inasmuch as the jury, a.h . gd find 1 the facts s0 sugges_te ‘h,vﬂzd
the contract contained in the power of attorney from them to would be their t‘l‘ty to .bm ‘;P?f need be, to detef‘“me’i vo¥
plaintiffs provided for a termination of Agency at any time with- | 1€8V€ it tol ano 1:r tr nnag, £ such us‘z’\ges cou be
out any notice being provided for, and that in any event the regard tot heir other antswetr o )
notice of such termination given to plaintiffs (three months) to invade a written contract. . gd?
was an ample and sufficient notice, the plaintiffs having during THE VERDICT: ve e

the existence of the Agency received the full remuneration
they were entitled to in the way of salary and commission.

The plaintiffs answered that the original contract had been
renounced and modified by correspondence between the parties,

. fo
In rendering the verdict mentioned above the J“g uﬂd;:‘:;*

1. That plaintiffs had been appointed as Bge“n e Pygt
contract originally contained in the letters betwe€ e put
and the power of attorney from the Company to



