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INSURLNCE FINLL EZANINALTICON

fugust 123, 1864

coverage of an assigned risk policy

suspended. Shiftless had the
issuedé to him in North Carolinas transferred to this cer. A&fter

the susyension period expired 3hiftless retransferred title to
Iuck%ess who failed to forward the title for registration and who
applied to the same insurance company for a new policy instead of
applying for & transfer of coverage under the policy issued to
Shiftless. £ policy was issued effective Febrﬁary 11, but on Feb-
ruary 1 Luckless, while driving in Virginia injured piaintiff.

In an agtiqn aga;nst thhe ingsurance company to enforce the poliey,
the plaintiff maintains thet under the North Carolina statute,
which says in part that a policy issued under the assigned risk
statutes shall not be cancelled until at least 20 days after
notice of cancellation hes been filed with the Commissioner, the
policy has nct been cancelled. Ee further maintains that because
of the spirit and purpcse of the Financisl Responsibility ket
(under which the assigned risks are issued) to afford better pro-
tection against careless drivers, the insurance ccverage follows
the ear. Thirdly, he vociferously invokes the omnibus clause
whieh prrovides coverage to the named insured znd any person using
the vehicle with his perrissicon. Tlie insurance ccerpany guietly
neinteins that it kad no contract with Iuckless on February 1st,

_w
and that it is not licble under any policy. What do you think?

¢ contracted with K thet K builé s house for ¢, for $12,000 and

¢ agreed to obtain fire insurance. 3Six days before the contract
was signed, K obtained & builder's risk poliey from P insurcnce
company, which policy inclu’cd fire protection during the t ime
the building was uncer constructicn. © also cbtained a fire and
extended ecverage pclicy freom L Insurance Company. € and L did
net know of caeh other's policies. Then the building was zlmest
finished and §10,0C0.00 progress payments had been nade, fire
caused extensive damage. i repaired the danage, corpleted the
house, turned it over to C, who then paid the balence due, and
then filed 2 elaim cgoinst F for $6,000.00, the cost of repairing
the darage. - cenied liability.

Stazte P's arguients tc support i
(or only pertial licbility) (5 =
t

+s contenticn of non-liabilitly
r
State :.'s contentions refuting th

gunients).
hese argunents.

Careless'! life insurcnce policy lapsed but could bg reirstated if
he was in gocd heslth. On Iay 6, he made ayrligatloanor rf:
instaterent, stating in gocd falth that %e wes in geoc bealti.

On May 17, he consulted & doctor for hecncache end bad vision,
é¢ying on liay 18. Reinstatemenl was then Qenled.l cn what con-
tentions couléd wvereficiary reccver (state even tﬁose_legal argu-
merts wkiech wculd not held up but & bereficiary woulda advance).

LR0 b ool

(z) £ has a £5000C life insurcnee policy peyoble to his eiifte.
Shertly before his death he risiled it te %18 sef:ezfry Ega ing
ker (in an attached letter) tkat e wagte& her to nhvgﬁgnv prc -
ceeds in cuse he €ied. Tixe 1is ertitled tc the proceecsy

S e B RRr- s S—— e P T n 1 A 3 om e by
(b) Inroecent meiled kis life irsurance ?PGulUE'FHGCK Q?Pln? t?u
grace pericd. The Jegoofoff Benk by misteke returned the check
. e iy X 3 ™7 e~

n.s.f Befcre Innccent had an opportunity to COfrecg @hg'mjtter,
he died, the groce pericd having expired. Does the benericiary
colleet?
(¢) The Fotoven Bakery had ‘ire coverage on piaﬁi aqfcequlgment,
One cold night tke thermeostats went haywire onc uLewgu? ovens

I ror sng hotter, so hot in foet theot the adjocining floor
became hetter ancé heiveer, " Lt smoke emenated from
beesr:e chorred and burncd to the extent that siok mel“p: n

= ~ - s T < $ ol e 3t5 =
it (the flcor). Is the insurance compzny liable? ouav s

argument anrd D's defense.
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Insured's mfther was criving insured's car with his permissieon.
Insured’'s father wes & passenger. Insured was not in the cap
By statute, an owner cof an autor “Yuligy - i

iobile is 1lis= E
brought about through cperztion of the caif“bigtggi ;vfgnifl‘uicgeiatgt
in wkich father died. Ilicther now suecs insured (I:er. S*Z’]..)L‘inun, e
paneialL teath =Silom. HBis 1iability insurer ur\;ertooi{ khis Ee-
fouss, Wt deranded that he bring in a2 crecss coz:;::':laint against
mother. Insureéd refuses. Cn what groundés would insurance company
decline to continue his defense? sre these grounds valid? Note
that the policy contoins & subrogeticn clsuse (of course) which
says in part: ..."sand the insured shall execute cnd deliver in-
strurients and papers and do whe

: Vo A alever else is neecessary to secure
such rights/of P900Y9P17o fhe insured shall do nothing after loss
to prejudice such rights."®

LEopeful had & fire pclicy which protected him against ll direct
loss by fire, but excepted losses due directly or indirectly to
earthquakes. Cn Lpril 18th on earthquclie destroyeé a2ll the water
mains of the city where the covered property was located. ¢€n
spril 19th fire destroyed the covered property. What is insurance
company's argurments thet Eopeful was nct covered? What is Eope-
ful's answer? VWhe sheould win?

Flythecocpr had an auto liability policy with the Neverpay In-
surance Companry with & less payeble clause te the Sharppcint
Finance Company which held & lien on the car by virtue of a
conditional sclie contract. OSubsequently, Flythecocop refinanced
the vehicle with the Ccmeandgetit Basyplan Lecan Cempany, part of
the proceeds cof the lacn being apprlied to the "“pay-cff" of the
Sharppeint lien, and a chattel mortgage being placed on the car,
this not being reported to MNeverpoy. 4in additicnal auto liability
policy was issued by the Eagerpay Insurance Compeny. Tc make a
long story short, Flythecocp therecafter was invelved in an acci-
dent and Bagernay vaid the leoss. Hagerpay now sues Feverpay for
contribution of ome half., Eow coes leverpay duck its obliga-
tion? %kat is Zagerpay's cnswer tc this specific argument?
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