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19) anid The Plost Office Act, (38 Vict., C. 7,) it was valid even if it did flot
conforni iii every particular to the provisions of Art. r 13 i C. C. L C.

It wvas aiso objected that the bond did flot cover the defalcations of the
posîtn)aster in respect of moneys corning into his hands as agent of the
sav.ings hank branch of the Post Office Depirtrnent.

//e'/d., that it was part of the duties of the postxnaster ta reccive the
sivilngS lank deposits and that the sureties were liable ta miake good ail the

* niorieys Sa coming into his custody and not accounted for.
filic sureties upon a postniaster's bond are not discharged 1», the fact

that dluring the tirne the bond was in force the postniastcr was guiItv of
diitisand that such defalcations were flot discovered or commuîiicatcd

ta t!i.ý sureties owing ta the niegligence of the lPost Offic authorities Nor
ig tijo (,rovi estopped froni recovering froni the sureties in sucli -. case liy
the imistaken statement of one of its oficcrs that the postmaster's accounts
wcre tcorrect, and tipon the strcngth of which the sureties zllowcd funds of
the postînaster ta be applied ta other purposes than that of inidemniifviîiigC
thwuslv-Cs.

lhc ('rowtn is not bouild by the doctrine of P/îips v. 1,Fxr//, L .
Q. Hý. (306, inasniuch as it procceds upon the theory ihant failure by' the
olligee to commrunicate his knowledge of the princîpal's wrom., doing
aniintls to fraud, and fraud cannot be imputed ta the Cromi.

lic statute 33 lien. VIII, c. 39, s. 79, respecting suits upolio bldS is

no nii foirce in the Province of Quiebec.
wrobe~0~, Q.C., and Gis/wr;w, for the Crown.ig. 2 .. iî

11uifor defendants.
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Itatte ]MURPHV V". PHOENix BRiîne;î:ý Co. 1_11111C 20.

siilnf'umons - .Se'rvice on ft1-e1>, ecortortztùm -/3su' ai/U

Or(ler of a Divisional Court, tg P. R. 4o6, reversed, and order cf
.M:~~î'î,C. J., restored.

IV I. Blake, for the appellants. «ilu/ver, for the res1 îondcîîts.

M,)ss, I.A.] CONFI'EùaRATîaN LIFE AssocicXTION V. LABATTII (Jullie 30.

AfP iil .(:ýui- of Appeal- Vay of execm ion -Seci ili /f' laags
Riele 8~27 (2).

An application by the defendant Labatt for an order Rule 827 (2), that,
11otwithstanding the pendency of the appel of thc Macw%ýilie Company,


