


EXAM 6C SPRING 2018 SAMPLE ANSWERS AND EXAMINER’S REPORT 

QUESTION 5 

TOTAL POINT VALUE: 2 LEARNING OBJECTIVE(S): A3 

SAMPLE ANSWERS 

Part a: 1 point 

Sample 1 
Amos vs ICBC 
Insurer should pay because the accident arose from the normal use of the vehicle, and the 
accident is causally linked to ownership, use, of the vehicle. 
 
Sample 2 
Amos vs ICBC 
Purpose test: Was the car used like it was intended to be? Yes 
Causality test: Was there a link between car usage and attack? Yes 
Because of wording “arises out of ownership”, the insurer must provide coverage 
 
Sample 3 
The insured should be compensated with no-fault benefit as it is an injury arising out of the 
ownership, use, or operation of a vehicle. As in “Amos vs ICBC”, the judge ruled in favor of the 
insured based on the purpose test and causality test concepts 
 
Sample 4 
Amos vs ICBC is similar. Benefits are likely to be paid because the injury arises out of ownership 
of vehicle. However, it might not be paid if it’s in Ontario because Ontario uses “caused by” in 
their wording. 
 

Part b:  1 point 

Sample 1 
Hughes vs Economical 
The insurer’s consent is not clear and explicit. The insurer needs to review its consent forms and 
new forms to existing policyholders and new policyholders for consent. The consent should be 
clear and explicit and in accordance with the privacy act. 
 
Sample 2 
The precedent is “Hughes vs Economical”. The consent insurer sent may not qualify as deemed 
consent, it could be misleading to cause the insured confused. The consent on credit score needs 
to be explicit and clear on the use of credit score and the possible implications. Therefore, the 
judge is likely to rule in favor of the insured and ask the insurer to resend a consent form. 
 
Sample 3 
BC Credit 
The insurer must have full consent to use the insured’s credit information for rating purposes. 
The CSIO form provides such consent so the insurer has the right to use credit information as a 
rating variable. 
 
 



EXAM 6C SPRING 2018 SAMPLE ANSWERS AND EXAMINER’S REPORT 

EXAMINER’S REPORT  

Candidates were expected to discuss the likely outcome of scenarios using the outcomes of 
landmark cases.  
 

Part a 

Candidates were expected to discuss the likely outcome of scenarios using the outcome of Amos v 
ICBC. 
 
Common errors included:  

 Not providing enough support such as only citing the precedent.  

 Not citing a precedent to support the explanation. 
 

Part b 

Candidates were expected to discuss the likely outcome of scenarios using the outcome of 
Economical v Hughes case (BC Credit). 
 
Common errors included:  

 Not providing enough support such as stating only “the insurer must have full consent.” 

 Not citing a precedent to support the explanation. 
 

 

 

  


