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deaiims. In addition, the alleged indebtedness of the Hamburg
hranch was only the ordinary nmethod of bookkeepin, that the
bralch was charged with ail the goods that were shipped to it,
and thé ainount was in no0 sense a debt, and the matter was
wholly irrelevant.

.Xnother point raisc{I is, that the respondent did flot exact
froîn Miuînme the monthly cash aecount and balance sheets and
the weekly account sales promised in the answers. The evidence
shews that sales were not made every week, but it also shews
that the respondent did ail that hie reasonably eould to obtain
such statements from Mumiine. Sometimes they were furnished
regularly; at other times hie was dilatory in forwarding them.
The respondent appears, however, to have doue bis full duty in
urging Munimé to sein] thei regularly. lus only proise was
that hie w'oul require Mumme to rcnder bis aeeounits mnonthly
or ofteuer, and this hie did. It was flot; throug-h any fault or
delinquency of bis that they wcre flot always fortheoîning. Be-
sides, there was no promise in his au.swers for any condition i
the poliey that the defeîîdant eonmpauy should be uotitied of any
dibtjorîtness of 'Muiiie ini this regard. 'This groinid also should
be disallowed. See Maetaggart v. Watson (1835), 3 CL. & F.
525, and Creighton v. Rankin (1840), 7 CI. & F. 325.

Another grouud urgcd is, that the respondeut redueed tht'
saiIaryý of Mumme and altcred lis position without notifying
the appellaut corporation. The partnership was formed for
-three ytears from the Tht February,1907. The complaint is mnade
respecting an agreement of the 23rd September, 1909, whercby
the parties agreed to wind up the Hamburg branch of the
buisiness, which was found to bie unprofitable; Mumnîe to draw
his reguilar salary during flhc three mouths allowed for the wind-
inig-up. lus salary was not redueed, and lie continued to, draw
it until the begiinng of Marehi, as the winding-up was not coin-
pleted as expccted, although the terni flxed for the partnership
ended on the let Febrnary, 1910. AIl the information giveîî to
the appellant corporation in the answcrs was that Muîîîîue w~as
to bie paid a salary, commission on sales, and a share of the
profits. No amounts were mentioned either as to salary or com-
mission, and the appellant corporation did not ilquire furtiier,
so that its complaints on this score are quite unfounded.

Its 2hîef ground of complaint, howcver, is that it was îlot
adviseil proînptly of the embezzlemcnt and dishonesty of
Mumme. The evidence shcws that, when returns wcre not coin-
ing in as rapidlv as expeeted, the respondent sent bis agent


