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byl Me assured. Ail these provisions are, 1 thiiik, to be rend to-
gether; they are ail in pari rnateriéi; there is no> possible iieed
for or usce in the last if it is not to modif v the two foi-nier. Re-
mlembering that the language of a poliey must be rend most
strougly agailst the ilsurance cornpany, whose language it is, 1
thiuk the poliey is to be void 01113 on the untrue stateient of
thev assured, and flot of one who is in faet the aetof the coin-
panLy, but technically pcrhapm and for a speial iurpose aeting
for the assured. If this be not the Ineauiing, the words "by the
asured' aIre Mw1oi1ly unn11eessary and uselegs.

The assured mnade full and truc diselosure of cvýerything upon
wichI 1e mas askcd, and 1 do flot thiik the fraud of Hall eau bc
iniputed Io hlm; and tiiere %viim no fraud, but only inistake, in
the proofs of loas.

I would dismins the appeal with eosts.

MARCHII ITH, 1915.

OBUFF PRESSE 1) BRICK C'O. v. FORD.

0ompa- - Liabilif Y for Calls of Original SQtarcholder and
Pct 'o r for Lu corporation-Fraud of Promo ter.

~Appeil by« the plaintiff eoinpany front the judgment of
MUWiCK, CA * Fx., who tried the action without a jury, dismiss-
ing it wîthl vosts.

The apea as heard by FALCONDRIfflE, C'J.K.13., RIDDELL,
Lvrcimmxm, and KFLUX, JJ.

's. 11. 1Siater, for the appellant coinpany.
F. E. Gallagher, for the defendant, respondcuit

RîmuJ. -- Ont Brinker, engaged in promoting a brick
eeJ sny j said by thc defendant to have cormitted a fraud

upoin hlm by eoncealing hie intercet in the matter, and thcreby
indueed the defendant to take a share in the propoed enterprise.
The defendant with othere signcd a petition to the Lieutenianpf
Governor- asking for a charter, thc defendant being a subecrier
for 10 Nlharem. The charter was grantcd in January, 1914, and
naines the defendant as one of the corporators.

f'&Jta were properly miade upon the stock; the defendant re-


