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Research on the Mechanism of Cost — sharing in Property
Preservation Liability Insurance
Liu Junbo

Abstract: There are three kinds of verdicts as for the claims of property preservation liability
insurance expenses overruled supported and supported partially. The opinion of Supreme Peo—
ples Court is not accepted widely because of its poor argument and inadequate demonstration.
The rules of right of reasonable expenses which was developed in intellectual property litigation
can analogize in the insurance expenses and therefore the lack of legal basis can be overcome. At
the same time the applicant should claim and take the burden of proof of right elements while
the respondent can bring forward the obstructive and exempt facts of right defense according to the
normative theory.

Keywords: property preservation; litigation expense; property preservation liability insur—

ance; insurance expense
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