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e xist with reference to the effect of a new promise in thc case of a debt already'
barred, ii is settled that a new promise, mnade before the debt is barr"d, does not
create a newv cause of action, but merely suspends the bar of the statute for an-
other period of limitation datihg from such new promise." And upon this last
principle the case was decided.-Central Lait' journal.

LIABILITV 0F INSU RANCIC COM 'ANV'.-A novel question xvas decided in Baker
r v. Oltio Parmers' lus. Co., Michigan Sup. Ct., holding that where the agent of an

insurance company fils out and sigris an application ini which the property is
declared to, be unincumbered, although the assured in her oral application discloscd
a mortgage thereon, the company is hiable, notwithstanding the provisions of the
policyexempting it from liability in case of mnisrepresentation by agents. The court
said: In the case under consideration the assiîred had in uio manner authorized
or permitted the agent to act for her, and his act, as before shown, was the~ act of
the company, in which she had no part or knowledge. Nor was she bound ini
any way to know it, or to make inquiry in regard to it. We are flot referred to
any case wherein the policy of insurance contained the precise clause relied upon
in the present case, to wvit, that the 'companly shail not be bound by any act or
statemnent made to or by the agent or other person, which is flot contained in
the wrîtten application or indorsed on the policy.' The counsel admits that this
language is comparatively new in the insurance policies, but claims that his view
of the case, and the effeet of this clause, is sustained by the following authorities:
Insurance Coa. V~. Leztis, 30 Mich. 41 ; JlcInItYre v. Insurance Co., 52 id. 188
Cleaver v. Insurance CO., 32 N. W. Rep. 66o; (.atair v. Insurance CO., 33 N. J.
Law, 487 ; Moore v. Insu rance Coa. (Iowa), 34 N. W. Rep. 183 , Chase v. Insu rance

Y'. 2 . 5 5 ; EnOs v. insurance Coa., 67 Cal. 621 IsrceG.vFeilr
117 U. S. 5 i9. In 2o N. Y., supra, the application wvas signed by the assured,
and it contained a clause expressly stating that the company s.hould not bc
bound by any act donc or statemnent made to or by any agent or other person,

r which was nlot contained in such application. As the assured signed this appli-
cation, he was presurned to know the contents of it. He wvas therefore flot per-
mitted to show the knowledge of the agent, who examined the premises and
wrote up the application, that it was not correct in itV. 'tatements. 2o N. Y. 55,

î.. In Enos v. Insurance Coa., supra, the policy contained a provision 'that this
cornpany shall fot be bound by any act or statement which is not containied in
the written application or indorsed upon the policy.' It was held that the local
agent could flot waive any of the provisions of the policy. It does flot appear
from the report of the case what particular thing or point in the policy was
undertaken to be waived, or in what manner, except that such waiver, wvhatever
it may have been, %vas flot written uponthe application or the policy. 67 Cal.
622, 623. Moore v. Insutrance Co., supra, does flot touch the point involved here,
as will be seen by an examination of the case. The case of ('atoîr v. htsurance
Co., 33 N. J. Law, 487, was one where the polîcy contained the following clause:

.6','Agents are not authorized to make contracts for the company, nor to write upon


