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eé Judicial Cornmittee oif the Privy Càuncil affirmn the. judgmeznt -J the Supree
Court of Canada, holding that the ProvincialGornetafew ruik~
virtue of the roy&I prertogative,-is nildtopirt of -paymnrt of simple wzi~
tract debte in priority to other simple contrâct creditors of the debtor. A to.
Ontario, see observation of Armour, C.J., A ýiornoy.Gonfral v. ClarkIon, 15 OR
63à, at p. 639. This case decides that the conneetÎbn between the Crowiim

Prvne isltsvee iyte B. N. A. Act, but that the saineconnectionexsse
tween the*Crown and the various Provinces as between.the Crown and the Do-
minion; andi consequently ail prerogative. righte. affecting ,matters under the
control of Provincial Governments may be claimed and exercised by suchgovern-
ments on behaif of the Crown; andI the Lieutenant-Governors of the Provinces
are as much representatives Il of Her Majesty for &Il purposes cf the Provincial
Government as the Governor-Gerieral hirnself is for ail purposes of the Domin-
ion Governmnent'

MANITOBA SCHSou itc'r, 1890, VALIbJITY OF.

In W'innipcg v. Barreit (1892), A.C. 445, the Judicial Cornnittee uphold the
validity of the Manitoba Sehool Act, 1890o, abolishing the denominational system
of publi: education in that Province. This case bas been so rnuch canvassed
and discussed that further reference to it here seerns unnecessarv.

FRAUD-NEW ISSUS~ AS TO XEGL1I9NC CAYÇNOT BE RAISSED IN, -iPPRAL.

Connecticut F.re Ins. Go. v. Kavatiagk (1892), A.C. 473, was an action brought
by the insurance companyagainst the defendant, who had acted as their agent,
charging that the defendant had fraudulently transferred an insurance in his
books cifter a fire had occurred from another company of which he %vas also
agent to the plaintiff company. At the trial, the plaintiffs failed to prove the.
charges of fraud and deceit. On appeal to the Privy Cotitcil, the plaintiffs con-
tended that the evidence disclosed such negligence on the part of the defendant
as would make him liable to indeninify the plaintiffs agairist the loss they.had
incurred under the policy in question. But the juclicial Conmittee %vas of opinion
as fraud was the essence of the plaintiffs' claim that the evidence of the defend-
ant direeted to that issue could flot be regarded as conclusive against him as
regarded the charge of negligence, or as being ail that he could have brought
forward to rebut such a charge, and that therefore it was not openî to tbi;
plaintiffs to take that ground on appee.l, although it might have been otherwise if
the question had been raised at the trial.

WInOW's RIGHTO0FACTION VOS GAUSIrNG Y)EATH 0 HSllUENf-O3LCCns 1o5-R..c- 135

Robùison v. Canadùs,. Paeific Ry. Co. (1892), A.C- 481, was an appeal froin the
Suprenie Court of Canada. The action was brought under s. i056 of the Qùe-
bec Code by a widow, to reeover for damagesfor causixig the death of her. husad-

V The înjury 'from.which the deceased altimately died was sustained où Aug; ~


