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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORTT,

Claim No., 1269 - Richard H. Hamilton,
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I have looked up my notes in connection with this Claim, and
find that I called at Claimant's residence as stated and believed
I was speaking to Mrs. Hamilton, his wife, but I do not wish to
contradict the Solicitors' - Messrs., Moore, Keily & Lloyd - assertion
that it was Miss Hamilton to whom I addressed my remarks.

I subsequently visited Marrowbone Lane where the property was
looted from, and from the houses adjoining I procured sufficient
information, which was corroborated by the police, to enable me to

gauge the loss at £12, The police record shows that Mr.

Hamilton stated to them he thought he had lost about £20 worth of

property.

I took up the matter to=day and went fully into it with Mr,
Hamilton, He seems an honourable man, but finds it difficult to
fix his mind to any one thing. For instance, he now states Item 1
of his claim should read £7, Item 2 - £4, 5, 0., and Item 3 -
£, 4. 0, Then after a few minutes he contradiets these amounts.
It is really hard.to get any reliable data from him. I questioned
him regarding the Police report, of which I was aware, and he
acknowledges that he told his Solicitors at the time of making
claim that he had reported his loss to the Policer e states now
that it was only within the last ten days he asked his foreman to0
go fully into the matter, and hence the revision in his figures.

If the Committee fseel disposed to make an additiomal grant I

believe that £0 would be quite commensurate, Beyond this figurse

gt
Mo b I would not go.
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!éj 7 1, Dawson Street, Dublin,
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MO E,KEILY & LLOYD,

tfﬂ.&on_lcn'os:es. 2" W 8//(///6 31, MOLESWORTH STREET,

ROBERT SCH:L_EFIELD. DUBL'N.
Lewis F KeENNY.

W.TaLsoT PHiess, LL.D. B A o .
TeLerHoNE NO 843, ¢ 0030 per ”*th.lgle

Dear 8ir ~
No. 1289 - Ke Ho Humilvon‘'s Claim,

Referring to your letter of the 1Bth imst, we heve how seen’
our Client with reference to it.

Mr Humilton informs us that the Inspsctor did not see his wife
et all; he cailed wien Mr Hamilton wus out wid he saw his t’uf Hamilton’s)
daughter, who of course knew nothing about the matter und merely vold him
where the premises were situute at which the damage took place; hone of
the other members o0f i Hamilton's fumily were interviswed and none of his
men who could give any information were seen on the Rutter, 3¢ we do not
know whet other inquiries your Inspector could huve mude -

Our Clienv would not press the matter only tor she fﬁot that
his claim was much under the loss he suffered.

Perhups under the circumstunces you would kindaly have the matter

reconsidered.
ours raithtully,

Foe ek, %‘)f“ Ls')u}m = aame e

JelJe Healy £8q., !
Property lLosses associuuon

bl. u. stephens Green

Dublin
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BYe Ko Hamilton's clain

Degar Bir -

Mr Hawmilvon has called upon us with reference to tha cluinm
which he sent in to your committee ami in respeet of whien he hus Tacently

raceived & areft ror £13.

The ¢laim maede was for #26 which was really very muek below
the velue of the articles destroyed and as 2 metter of feet did nov
inolude & numbet of ertieles which he hus since ascertained were on
the premises and were destroyad.

He intorms us thet your Imspector ealled av his house when
he weas out, ami etated he would call again, or wrive, but he mever did

80.
Hy Humilcon called et your Office subsequemtly and was

informwd that the Imepector would make an sppointment with him,‘but he
zievo: did 80, end, unaer vhe circumstances, we cannot understand how
h:-oam to trhe conelusion vhat 212 woula compensate our Uldent for the
dsmage dona.

We would feel very much oblig;d if you would kindly have the
matter ledked into and the claim allowed on s more equitable basis.

Yours faithfully,

Jo J. Healy, K8sq.,
Property lLosses vommittee,
Bl. Stestephens Green,iublin.



