218

JUNE, 1SS6.

INSURANCE & FINANCE CHRONICLE.

APPORTI.NMENT AND CONTRIBUTION TO FIRE
L0:=5S:S, ONCE MORE,

Since our last issue there has been another interesting
session of the Institute of Chartered Accountants held at “To-
ronto, uneder the pre<idency of William McCabe, Esq., at
which the fraitiul subject of apportionment of insurance
and comribuiion to lawes amonyg co-insuring offices. as sug-
gesied by M Lyes prelidem, and the sever? solutions of
it that have ~ince appeared, were discusscy somewhat at
Jength, hut wemingly without solving the vexed question to
the satisfaction of thuse present.

In this diseussion Mr. McLeasn, the worthy sceretary of
the Cauadian Fire Undenwriters” Association, seems to have
taken a leading pan, during which he recited a list of the
several results achieved by some of the * experts,” who had
essayed o untic this gordian knot in insurance practice.

Mz, MclLean, our esteemed contemporary the Monctary
Tirres says:—showed that the aw?horities differed as to
fiabidity of cach of the companics B, D, E and F."  Now,
we woui] ask. wham Mr. McLean means by “authoritics,”
not these expeic” surcly, who fail to give the insured his
ndemmty i this case.

MR. FOWIS' PAPER.

The feat:sre of the occasion, however, seems to have been
a papwer read Ly Mr. Wiliiam Possis, a lifeagent, as we under.
stand ; lat. from ke manner in which he handles the sub-
jeci a .} the prculiar phrases he makes use of, we should
take him 20 be a marine average stater, just launching out
into the fire tuanch—yclept *“adjustment of average,”
purpariing 1o be ~‘a reply tothat portion of Mr. Lye's paper
which refurs 1o the adjustment of avemage.” The expres-
sion "~ average adjusiment ' is entitely 2 matine one, and is
never used in the fire branch; it means simply * contribu.
tion,” as ! ciween co-insurers.

It will scarcely be needful to follow Mr. Powis' process,
whick in inal result difiers from Mi. Lyc's $352.59 oaly,
Jeaving the insured a co-insurer to his own loss to the
amount of §321.1= with §3.271.12 of unexpired insurance
still remaining and this. as wegaiher from his 6th *axiom ¥
because he did not take out his insurance correcily. ‘The
utter faliacy of this ncihod is so apparent from its coaclu-
sioas that it is not surprising that it was severely criticized
in the discussion following upon its rezding.

Air. Puwis Iays down a numbes of truisms, which he calls
* axioms.” all of which. cxcept No. 6, have uncxpectedly the
trae iusurance ting. which he says very complacently, “are
for the guidance of novices.™ Novices is wvrr good, coming
from such 2 saurce. and under such circumstances. What
is he but a novice? Had he been anything beyond, with
his “ariums™ Iefore him, omitting No. 6, he never could
have reached the reselis i 2 did.

To cap ke climax, he winds up his address with the
following covert culogy of himsclf, thinl: hidden in an
apology 0 Mr. Lyc, viz.: # ¥ 2 [ feel ita duty not to let
a question of such imporiance remain in the position he has
placed it, unanswered in the records of this Institution.”

The whele difficulty in this matter is because these *f ex-
perts ” have not the first glimmering of what a general or
blankei policy is. or how it should be treated, and they will
continuc to blunder alongin the dark until they all, like Mr.

Lye, learn the meanirsof “ convertible insurance.” If the
Institute is desirous of leaming something about compound
policics and their bearing upon specific co-insurers, why do
they not send for somebody that has the requisite ability o
teach them, and give a good reason for the faith that is in
him? ‘IThere must be such hidden away somewhere
in the Dominion’s wide extent.

‘The Institute, as the questivn now stands, is on the horns
of a dilemma. and knows not which way 1o turn for relicf,
The point before it is, however, simply : shall the insured be
indemnnified to the full extent of his loss, which is partial
only, or shall the companies “chisel ” Lim out of some
8300 to $6c0, under the puerile pleathat he “did not
take out his insurances correctly? ™ “This is the question,
and all that itamounts to. There ought riot to be any two
words as to how the Institute should decide this point, yer
itis in doubt.

The Instrance CuroxicrLe and Mr. Rowland are the only
ones that give the insured full indemnity, and the benefir
of ihe uncxhanusted insurance.  The former, also, does full
justics to each co-insurer by calling upon no one of them
for ¢ ntribution beyond its legitimate rateable preportions
upon cach house; the latter, Mr. Rowland, docs soat the
cxpensc of companies A and F, both of which he compels
to contribute upon some of the houses in sums greater than
their several unexkiusted insurances ; by which process
they are exhausted 20 the benefit, not of the insured, but of
the remaining co-insurers, by enlargiag their several quotas
of salvage—Fiat justitia, ruat calum.

Wec copy the following notice of the proceedings from the
Monctary Times =—

ATPORTIONMENT OF FIRE LOSSES.

Some time ago Mr. Heary Lye, of Cobourg,a well-known
insurance cxpert, read a paper before the Institute of
Accountants in this city on the apportionment of fire Josscs
on non-concurrent policics, and illustrated his method tv
apportioning the loss to cach of six companics under the
following supposed circumstances:

Company A, has $3,000 on 3 houscs, Nos. 1, 3, 3, 4,and

3.

Company B, has $35,000, bring 81,000 on cach of Nos. 1,
2,3, $,and 3.

Co.’v C, has $5,000 on houses Nos. 1 and =.

** D, has 85,c00 on houses Nus. 1, 2 and 3.
% E, has $35.0c0 on houscs Nes. 1,2, 3 and 4.
** F; has $5,000 on houses Nos. 3, yand 3.

The loss by fire on cach of the five hiouses is supposed to
be $3.250. Mr. Lyc’s apportionment of the loss resulis in
the assured’s contributing 1o the loss $373.51-

The paper was criticized at the time by some insurance
adjusters present at the meceting, and since that time several
insurance cexperts have madeadverse criticisms on Mr. Lyc’s
paper and have published their own views on the much dis-
puted question of how Josses under non-current policics
should beapportioned. At the last meeting of the Institute,
held on the evzning of the Gth inst., one of the members,
Mr. \Wm. Powis, read a paper purporting to be a **reply to
that portion of Mr. Lyc’s paper which refers to the adjust-
ment of average.” Mr. Powis lays dowa certain rules *“for
the guidance of the novice,” but to those “ who had given
sufficient thought to the subject, these might more properly
be termed amios.”

During the discucsion that took place on Mr. Powis® paper,
in which ex-Alderman Moore, Mr. Mcl.ean, sccretary of
the Fire Underwriters, Mr. Wylic and others took a part. it
became apparent that some of the axioms of Mr. Powis were




