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N.B.] NoRwJcH UNION Fipz INs, Co. v. LEBELL. -May 30.
Fire in.rurance-App/àeatio>i- Owpzer-ship of propeirty insu re,1

Misrepi-esentaion.

A condition indorsed on a polie>' of insuranceagainst fire pro\àîhm( that
if the application for insurance was referred to in the policy it wvîm1d he
consîdered a part of the contract and a warranty by the insured, LumI that
any false representation by the assured of the condition, situation ( ),u
panicy of the property, or any omission to make known a fact !u.aito
the risk, would avoidi the pol'q. lIn the application for said juiný the
insured stated that lie Nvas sole owncr of the property to be insurud and of
the land on which it stood, whereas it wvas, to his knowledge and m'~ fthe
sub-agent Nvho secured the application, situated upon the pulic hin<wmay.

tic/il, reversing the judginetnt of the Supremne Court of New l! ve
that as the application %vas more than once referred to in the po1icý- it "vas
a part of the contract for insurance, and that the misrepresentatioii i ii> the
ovvnirship of the land avoided the policy under the above conditi(iii

11Va/lace X~sùtand C j osicir, for appellants. /. B. M. JL, /'. for
respondent.

EXCFIEQUER 'COURT OF CANADA.

Butrbidge, J.] 'l'HE QUEEN V. BLA~Ci. 0\ .

I>ostimisics' bond- tl/idily -- Brî'ac/ - Pr/imzarY//4ain .'cu of
sut-et,és -- - Lac/tes of gor'ctmen/ o,#ïcia/s - ]Ysiopc/- E/< J'/~
IIe'tu) 1 1I., c/hap. 39, sec. 79.

In a case in the Province of Quebec uponi a postmaster's <<the
principal and sureties were each bound in the petial suni uf $îi,(oo,
and the condition of the obligation wvas that if the principl t faitlluiiy
discharged tlîe dluties of his office and duly accounted for ail unceys
and property which camne into his custody 1>, virtue thereof, the o1hlù-,;tioni
should lie void. T'he bond also ccntainedi a provision that it shuid 1)e a
breach thereof if the postmaster cumnuitted any offence undcr tic ilws
governing the administration cif his offlice. It was olîjected by thc tircties
againist the validity of the bond that it contained no primary obligat W)1. the
principal himseif being botind iii a penal soin, and that the survt6cs were
therefore not b)otnd to anything under the law of the Province ofut' Q!chec.

Hle/d-î. 'Ihat there was a primnary obligation on thc part (i the
principal inisomnuch as he undertook to faithfully discharge thie ofic his
office, and to duly account for ail -.noneys and property which nîigiît ronte
into his custody.

2. That as the bond conformed to the provisions of An Act rcspc(tin1g
the security to be gîven by officers of Canada (31 Vict., c. 37 ; 35 Vt.c-


