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The general rule in reality is not as harsh as it might sound upon first hav-
ing it called to mind. All that is necessary is for the client to be placed in such
a position as would enable him to form an entirely free and unfettered judg-
ment, independent of any sort of influence.? The court will not apply the gen-
eral rule on questions that arise prior to the establishment of a fiduciary rela-
tionship between the attorney and his client. As long as the attorney deals with
a prospective client at arms length or assumes a hostile attitude prior to the
relationship’s arising, the rule will not be applied.® Once the fiduciary relation-
ship is established there is still nothing wrong with an attorney having property
conveyed to himself by a client but it does place the burden of proof of the
transaction’s fairness upon his shoulders should the conveyance ever be
questioned.!®

The instant case clearly shows the intent of the courts to protect the fidu-
ciary relationship that exists between any attorney and his client.** Canon 11 of
the Cannons of Professional Ethics expresses this same purpose, “The lawyer
should refrain from any action whereby for his personal benefit or gain he abuses
or takes advantage of the confidence reposed in him by his client.”'2

WiLLiam A. SMITH
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LiaBiLity INSURANCE AS AFFECTING IMMUNITY FROM SUIT

The plaintiff brought suit for personal injuries and damages -to his auto-
mobile resulting from the negligence of an employee of the defendant State
Highway Commission in the operation of a highway truck. The lower court
sustained a demurrer to the petition on the ground that the court did not have
jurisdiction of the person of the defendant or the subject of the action.  Held:
Affirmed. Price v. State Highway Commission (Wyo. 1946) 167 P. (2d) 309.!

The State Highway Commission of Wyoming, by the statutez creating it,
“shall have the power to sue in the name of the ‘State Highway Commission of
Wyoming’, and may be sued by such name in the courts of this state and in no
other jurisdiction upon any contract executed by it.”” Against it, as against other

1. The action was dismissed as to the driver of the truck and his superior, the Superin-
tendent, who were joined as defendants. Other grounds on which the demurrer was
based were:

(1) That there was a misjoinder of the parties defendant.
(2) That the petition does not state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of
action against the defendant State Highway Commission.

2. Wyo. Com. Stat. 1945, Sec. 48-101.
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agencies of the state, an action for damages for tort cannot be maintained except
as the legislature may by law direct.®

The plaintiff contended that the act of the defendant State Highway Com-
mission in procuring liability insurance on its vehicles was a wavier of the state’s
immunity to suit. This contention has been given little weight in other courts.
Generally it has been ruled that in absence of statute, a governmental agency is
without authority to purchase insurance to cover a non-existent liability.s
Several courts have stated by way of dicta that the unauthorized purchase of
liability insurance does not waive the immunity of the agency.> The courts of
West Virginia and Kentucky have held that even where the insurance is au-
thorized by statute it still does not act as a waiver of the immunity to suit.®
This rule has been qualified in Kentucky by a statute which in addition to au-
thorizing the purchase of the insurance provides that the insurer shall bind him-
self to pay any final judgment rendered against the insured for loss or damage
to property of any school child or death or injury of any school child or other
person. The interpretation of this statute has been to allow suit and judgment
against the insured agency to determine the extent of liability of the insurer.”
The same result has been reached in Tennessee without a statute.® Wyoming
has such a statute, requiring insurance on school buses, which provides that lia-
bility on the part of the school district is not created except in the amount of the
policy procured under the statute.?

Waiver of the immunity to suit may be prohibited by the constitution of the
state.' Where this is true, the legislature has no power to pass a law providing
for waiver of the immunity or giving express consent to be sued.’ In states that
are not thus restricted, consent by the state can be granted by legislative action.’?
‘Where the interests of the state are sufficient it may intervene in a case as a de-
fendant. Such appearance in court is a voluntary submission to the court’s juris-
diction and a judgment may be entered against it.*s Where the state as plain-

w
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tiff brings the action, the defendant may in defense assert as a set-off any claim
which arises out of the transaction sued upon.'s The officer or board represent-
ing the state in such an action must be duly authorized by the legislature to bring
suit or intervene.'s The attorney general is no exception to this rule.!® Most
courts hold that statutes waiving the state’s immunity must be srictly consrued
since they are in derogation of the sovereignty of the state.'?

An analogy to the plaintiff’s contention is found in O’Conner v. Boulder
Colorado Sanitarium Ass'n.® There it was held that a charitable hospital ordi-
narily exempt from tort liability to the extent of its trust funds and property,
would be liable to a paying patient for the torts of its employees where such
chariable hospital was protected by liability insurance and the trust funds and
property would not be affected by a judgment. In the field of charities the con-
tention that the possession of liability insurance acts as a waiver of the immunity
to suit is not favored. The majority of courts hold that where a charitable or-
ganization is not otherwise liable for the torts of its agents, it is not rendered
liable by the procurement of liability insurance.!® At least one court, inMcLeod
9. 8t. Thomas Hospital,2° held that charitable institutions do not have immunity
from suit but that funds of the institution are simply protected from executions
on tort liability. The fact that such an instituion carries liabiliy insurance does
not create or impose additional liability on the institution. Whether or not the
presence of insurance creates liability in another situation is considered in Silver-
stein v. Kastner?' where it was held that a mother could not recover from her
minor son for injuries received in an auto accident. The fact that the son was
covered by a liability insurance policy did not alter the situation.

The contention of the plaintiff was readily answered in the present case
by a showing that there was no statutory consent and that the State Highway
Commission could not give its consent to what the law does not permit.

Fraxk P. Huo
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