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for every day's default, and the defendants claixned that dhe

proceedings were in the nature of criminal or penal proceed'

ings, and therefore that they were privileged fromn ex-aIlnla'
tion for discovery, but the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher,
M.R., and Smith, L.J.), however, determined that the Pro-

ceedings were not crîminal, and that as no penalty necessafllY
followed from the making of the order sought, but onlyaS-
consequence of the defendants disobeying it, and the" onlY
in the discretion of the Court, ifi0hol1e aifidta
disobedjence was without reasonable excuse, that façt çOf

stituted no ground for relieving the defendants fromu naki1g
discovery. TlU

POST OFFICE DIE FOR MAKING FICTITIOUS STAMp-Po-0sESîON .4 cIh. 76

FUL EXCUSE '-P>OST OFFICE PRSOTECTION AcT, 1884, (47 & 48 VICT*'. 7

sec. 7 (c-)-(CR. CODE, sec. 435 (C.).)

Dickins v. Gl, (1896) 2 Q.B. 310e was a prosecutiOfiude
the Post Office Protection Act, 1884, sec. 7 (c.) (Cr. Code 435

(c.>,) against the defendant for having in his possessi':a

" without lawful excuse " a die for making a fictitioti Sstal'

It appeared by the evidence that the defendant was the Pro'

prietor of a newspaper circulating amoflg stalnp foletrs

imitad atios a di o b ma e fr hn ofrad cOlecoi

which iiainofa current colonial postage stamip could be
made. The only purpose for which he had actualy tised i

was for making on an illustrated catalogue il1ustratiol1' iIll

black and white, and flot in colors of the stam-p in queSti10l
This catalogue was sold as part of his newspaper.O a

question stated by a magîstrate as to whether this eV'derce
showed ",a lawful excuse," Granthamn and Collins, JJ1m
unanimous that it did flot.

P'ýACTICF -- EFXICUTIN-MARk]FD W(îIMAN--SEPARtATE PROPESI ET-'XAMIlNATIO e

THIRI, PARTY IN AID 0F EXECUîoN-ORD. XI.!!., R. 3 2 10NT. RULE 9- li

Hfood Barrs v. Heriot, (1896) :2 Q.B. 338, is a case, jjd

from its frequent appearance in the reports, inl whichh'e Pla
tiff is bound to settle the law on the liability of mnarried Wo1ilI

as far as he possibly can. Having recovered judgmnen ScO:n$

the defendant (a married woman) ini the form settled il1st


