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1;l, pariv 1()vc to w md omp the liîbm brandui of tlie

dra ha rvula saarydnrmmtlIe ýilîve 111mnt1lîs allo'wed for
hewn immg n. Ilis s-alar1y wa. nul) rvdnuei(,d ani Jie c-(i

tiIuc4 ih daw il illtil i [me h)e"îilniiî oif a[Lh. as the w'indl-
111) up ws nt voul4das expmîd. although fthe terni

fcdforl thi patme ii mdd Fbruiwiry lst, 1910. All
tuei inforinaIio iven t the defendamîts iii thme answers a

thati Nuiieii( was f b k paid a salary, conimmnmýsson on sls
and a shae f tIme profits. 'No aiinoumîts weure înelnined
eitlmer as f, smlar ' or comnmssion, anmd defenmiants dino
enquilire or »1.1(Ier; -o filai tlmeir roimjuimîms on tis score are

Thvir eliif groîîmmd of empan.how'evor, i. thiat flme v
were iiot advi4ed ronpl of flimcenezlmn and dis-
lonesty 'f Muimîe Tîm evîdenee 4hcws. thjat \w li returns

%%-(ri, not oîni i as rapidl 'y as exe ted i plaintif!
se1t is, agn Iy, who orgainizùd flic Tlamb1durgbmins

on a nlew 1al aid endeavoureýd to lhave the ternis of creýdit
Sho(rticncd. In bis examinatioi Ilie stated that lie was fuillv
sqtis-fmed of 'Mumme's lionest 'v. and so advised flic plaintifi.
Matteirs inot irnproving, plaitif! bÎmnself went to Hlamburg

il, March,. 1910, and states timat then for the flrst lime lie
liearne aware of flic dishonesty of Mumme. le at onîce

aisdbils London bouse whiel promptlv notîfled thée de-
fendats.lit mfl opinion01 the reqiuiremnts of the poliey

1%erc fliý Complied with in this respect.
Detfenidant> s ent timeir aimditor to London, who spent a

part of two dlays exarMining tbe 4ooks mii papris of plain-
tiff and] quesýtioinig him and bis stf.A lengtlîcy paper
was drawn up 1wy hîn purporting to give a sumamary of
the dealinigs; between plaintif! and Mumme. This document
hel iniduced tbic plaintif! to sign, and stress bas heen laid
upomi certain admissions and statemnents made hy plaintiff
therein. The cireumstances connected with the obtainÎng
of plainitiff's signature detract from tbe value of any. admis-
sions, ud in my opinion the trial JTudge was quite justi-
lied in not attacliing much importance to it..

Ilelianee was al-o placefi upon a clause inserted in tbe
polircy that it did. not cover loss of stock, but onlv sucb
moneys as it could bie 'proved that Mumme had reoeived.
Tlhis 'refers to the fact that when the plaintif! went to, Ram-
burg in MNarch, 1910, and examined the stock in hand bie
folund thiat the barrels and tierces supposed to, contain cas-


