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There wus, therefore, we think, nothing uponi whieh a
filiding could bo based of conditions raising a dtyt on the
part of plaintiff to make inquiries. There was, in our
op)inion, no evidenco proper to submit to, the juir y iupon the.
quesionsiz whîch counsel for the defendants urges should have
been put to them.

It is unnecessary, therefore, to consider the othier po-int78
rasdat bar, though we should, perhaps, state that, &fter

ûeons-idering the evidence, we remain unconvinced that any of
the llndings of the jury should be disturbed beause against
the evîdence.

The defendants' motion fails and will bo disixnjs:ed with,
costs.
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