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ealyti) ilhe capital of the flrn, they are entircly sulent
ati ta amounti, and the evidence diSClOSeS the reasonl g-iven by

uluîiiîe J iu did not contribute, in whichlis pairter
aî'qicscd.The defendant company, however, didl not ask
ayqut-tigon on tiiis point, -o that it wvouT appear that

tlwvdidnotconide i xnteriail or relevant. Ini Ili absýence
;It 0,,uetono tIc( polin 1 do not thîik it \was inicunii-

int (,n t0w pilaîntiff to v-olunfeeLr the inforination. TFhe
caseof a~nUonv. IVatson, 1-2 Cl. & F. 109, clcarly shiews

thaýt sul-li no-icouewould not void the policy in a
91aIý9 like, the preseiit. Sec also é•eaton v. Biuriand, [1900)(]

Coinplainit i-, also mnade of the nen-disclosure of thie in-
dtedess f the, Casîig Co., to the Canadiînnlackîig Co.,

aiid tige Ilamnbur, braniiel ta tic bead offlicc at London. Al
thlat lias been gaid ahlove applies with even greater force
tg) hoti, these Tlus n addition, the allegcd indlebted(-

nesof thie lamhuilrgý branch was only the ordinary mnefhod
(>f boiokkeep)ingc, thaIt the branch was chargced with ail the
gondis thalt Werl' s1ipped tig it, and the amount was in no

1;g1lse al (lebt, ind thie miatter was whvlolly irrelevant. Another
poginit raiised is t1iIat plaintif! dHi not exact from Muimniv

the monthlcsh ccun and balance sheets and the wel
acout alsproilised in the answers. The evidlence shiew,

tPF ba sls ee t niad1fe every weck, but it also shews thiat
thie phlintiff did ail thaýt hie reasonably could to obtain sncbh

ftatcînent tram Mume. Sometimes; they wcre fnirnihe-d
rgirl;at othevr imies hie was dilatory in forwarding thieni.

Plaitif!appers, owever, to have done hlis full dutyv In
urigMInime11 to sevnd- tient regularly. Ris, only promnisýe

wsthiat he( wotl(l require Mumme tel render bis accouintzs
iiioithlyv or ofteiier, aind thiis he did. It was not throuigh
a Fiy fifflt or delinquiency of bis that they were net alwaysvý

forhcmig.Besicles, thevre wais no promise in bis anSwVersý
nor anv condition iii thie polic,'y that the defendant comnpanly

sh1oniig be, notified( of an v dilatoriness of Mumme lu thi,
read.Tis grndalso Qlhould be disallowed: sel- Mer-

Taualv. Watison',. Cl. & 'F. 59M5, and Creigh io* v. Rank-i?,
7C.& F. 325,--1
Aniothier grotind rtirged is that plaintif! reduceed the salarY

of Mummeic arid ailtered hlis position without notifyving- the
defendati Phieprtnership wus formed for three vears

f rom? 0hw firsL' of February, 1907. The complaint is, made
rezpecti'ng an agreement of Septeniber 23rd, 1909, whereby


