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“thebymeantdecided is what isThe to beLampron, J. issue
anyprovides that forpolicy whichin that clause of theinsured”

a financialrequirements ofbecause of thesolelymadepayment
company.theshall reimburse“the insured”responsibility law
operatedbeingwasbecause the truckapplicableisThis clause

towing trailerAlbert, insured,named athepermissionthe ofwith
there nocompany.in the Hence waslike insurancebycoverednot

except responsibilitythe financial law.forcoverage
“unqualifiedthe wordIII states thatpolicyIn theparagraph
person using theanythe named insured” andincludes‘insured’

however,permission. follow,It does notwith hisinsured vehicle
allintended to mean in contexts andthe word “insured” wasthat

Innamed and the additional insured.both thecircumstances
held that338, 341,H. this court while theHowe,v. 87 N.Howe

uponcooperation imposed by policya the assured was anduty of
sought protectionhad the theof the husband who ofobligation

insured, obligationit was not an of theas an additionalpolicy
againstrecovered in tort him. Itinsured, wife,his who wasnamed

requirements provision questionthe inthat the ofthere stated
fact,inapply, onlymeant to have sensible mean-“only theywere

assured is a defendant and when the insurer hasing, when the
the defence.”assumed
opinion principle personshould here. AapplyIn our the same

named insured would notposition reasonablyin the of the under-
(Fireman’s 436)Associates, 434,Ind. Co. v. N. H.stand 97 that

obligation reimburse was intended be inthe to to his a case where
protectionoccasion for him to seek the policy,there was no of the

liability companyand where the of the arose out of thesolely
withnegligence of an additional insured which he was not charge-

partieswords,In we conclude that theable. other intended that
protectionthe who invokes theonly policyinsured of the should

obligationthe companyhave to reimburse the under the clause in
question. See, Risjord Austin,and IsWho “The Insured?” 5

(1954).52,Counsel,Federation of Insurance 61

Exception sustained.

All concurred.


