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thet he could ta,l-:e any action for the Company he Wlshed ik knew the?
Plaintiff Company ha,d de01ded to oppose before the tlme ha,d explred for:f,

Gourt o] - Jging so.

gfﬁf& . SR o K8 were left Wlth me. Mr. Burrowes brought me K 1

S e o K 7°>1in 1915. They never called for the papers after leaving them. I
No.7. knew I had them and I received on 4th May 1920 this let‘ber from Mr.

‘Dias (tendered and marked “M 4 ”) My reply ef Gth M&y 1920 (iendefred

| o and marked “ M.57). - e
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I knew It h&d the papers. I don’t remember 100kmg at the papers,

~if I did it was in connection with the two actions, but I don’t think I did. I
- looked at them When Mrs Hubberd desu'ed. to buy Mrs Va,n Sertlma, S ,P
.. share in 1916; . - . .

' - I have had ellen'ts brmg pa,pers in conneetlon Wlth a,ctlons a,nd they
e&lled for them when wanted. I have had papers left by one or more ‘~
- Company for as long a time. Parties have left papers and not returned
~ for them until a long time after. I may have one or two documents in hand
- for parties who have not called for them. I have now a Company’s papers 'k
left with me for four years but I do all their work. I told HEmory when 20

. he asked me to get the option for him that Mr. ng had a promise from me.
il regarded myself in honour bound to inform him. He was to be informed H

~ when Mrs. Hubbard was prepared to sell, but for this promise I should have
asked Mrs. Hubbard to give Emory an option for $5,500. I regerded it

- asafair offer. If Emory had refused my offer to take an op‘tlon In my name 4
. Echould ’ehen ha,ve informed the Plaintiff Compeny that Emory was after
 the property. In accordance wrth my promise and the fact that I was a

- proxy Director of the Company. Burrowes told me Wieting and Richter
‘had offered $12,000 this was before Emory arrived. I say so because I

- know I told Emory in May 1919, when he first saw me after arrival. I am 30

quite clear as to Burrowes tellmg me once beiore Emory &rrlved a,nd at
~ least once again after his arrival. = i | .

S I told Emory what I knew because he was. mterested to the extent
 of $2,700 which 1. promised to him. At that time I did not suspect that
Emory was after the property hlmse]f but later on on looking back— = =
,,‘September or October—I thought Emory indifferent as to his $2,700. He
‘said in May “ I am sorry after all I did not get those properties because if
~ my people established themselves here they mlgh‘t be useful as an anchorage.”
~ He had also said this in January 1919. When I looked back in September
~or October I remember this: I had then received in the interval a letter 40
from Mrs. Hubbard asking to be released. I showed this to Emory.
1 showed Emory letter of 29th July 1919 from Mrs. Hubbard and zaid = =
- I would show the Plaintiff Company. I told him whatever I heard from
~ Mrs. Hubbard or the Plaintiff Company. I felt he was interested—$2,700—
I told him I would be glad to release. Mrs Hubbard a,nd be done Wlth the -

i
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B was impresgiﬂg on him he would no‘b get $2 :170]? 1:&1{1 1‘61‘6%1816&% Suprems
d. All this was when 1 showed him the letter 3{11 _e . Court %f
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U ex e inteI‘We‘W with three la,wyers a,h'ea,dy referrgg t(;l It.iljloeldt rt:x?;zci}:?n Gmam _
0 '
Hubbard that I might ma,ke 3 Pro R

bt Mrs Hubba.rd beca,u.se as I ha

v Eﬂdence 2

that I wished to be perfectly neutra

h to take up the position Olf{ ﬁghtﬁlgphogi 1&“{?&&?{1}?2 isgﬁgilz 'Igfi};er
1 they wanted me to take up a L Y s
e od i “fugﬁf o e held jeoodt O Couﬁgé el t};e pleadings D3 e uad
e io et the Plaintiff Compan : . .1 mination—
‘had taken action on being forced;:%ywh&t I was long suspicious that th I(;I:)nt?:%ued- o

[ay 1920 I was Sa,tlsﬁed DL Wi *"of the Company and not
At e mtergsto claim that the sale to me

I had seen a 1etter written to the

of my posrtlon in the ma,tter
d caused me

Was & good sale and to fight the action.
Pla,mtlff Comp any’s manag
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ﬁn& ]?Tshowed Emory Cormspondenee LT

. in Ma,y 1919 and at a later

d Hub'b a,rd on his re‘burn

i a,ll the correspondence
It was after July

both were present
" [ cave it to Abrams or Emory had told me he
a,ngd probably in November or December and atter EmOI’Y I had then

. had got an option from Mrs. Hubbard for these propertles _

d by them.
beenTI(‘)eﬁl»lél %OURB'TP I knew in December 1919, b

the corres L
- option with Mrs. Hubbard but EJSI ?m dlsposed %0 thmk T ga.ve hl:m . oples_ .

. whether I gave him COPleS QXL Vi -
. of some letters. e ctin for Mrs. ‘Hubbard :
~ Question by Mr. BBOWNE Would YOU if a;;v oulgd Jou have oldher

if 30 and Emory objected to the option in your name, the field for the pm ch&ge

Plaintiff Company and Emory were in
?* .g}flafh:h;mpzﬁes ‘?........A pAs her 1a,wyer i Should have told her
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. @ S Evzdence of Arthur Geefge s George
.. ABTHUR GEORGE KING, Swom i : %lxlﬁn L
. May "
L 1914: Wh@ﬂ MCKGHZ]‘G 111 tion.

. . or. 1 was admltted in Mey

' I am SOhClt ties I was practising with my father J. A

L n roper S |
1. 1010, e b%yeﬂgog p?n*chased in his own name and .

N ng Then Mr. he had pureha,se

F ported to him all the ‘properties

Pi t ﬁ COm all
- Secretary and a Director of the i}l&tlﬁl liir Mci%engle and then with J. A
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