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Lu>Nox, J., in a written judgment, said that Barrett was the
ilaintiffs' coileetor of the taxes on the roll of 1916. 1e undertook
o collect ail the taxes on the roll that could be collected, and to
eccoeunt for and pay them over to the plaintiff municipalitv, at

e latest by the lst March, 1917.
The defendant Peter L. Bonneville delivered to the defendant

Warrett a bond ini favour of the plaintiff municipality, purporting
o b. signed by ail the defendants, guaranteeing the faithful
ierformance by Barrett of his duties as collector, and particularly
bat he would account for and pay over ail taxes collected by the
st Mardi, 1917. This instrument was to be delivered by Barrett
o the miunicipality. Zenophile Bonneville was absent at the
ime, and his father, Peter L. Bonneville, signed for him. Peter
&id that, when he gave the bond to Barrett, lie told hini that he
vould flot himself be bound if lis son did not ratify what lie lad
[one; but lie handed it over to Barrett witli ail the indications of a
omnpleted instrument on its face, and it was accepted and acted
ipon by the plaintiff municipality in good faitli and without
ýotice or suspicion tliat it was not wliat it purported to be. Wlien
h. son returned, thie father told him wlat lie lad donc, and it
ïas said that the son did not concur i is fatlier's act, but neither
,f them gave notice to the plaintiffs, altliough they must have
mnovn that tic plaintiffs were permitting Barrett to collect the
axe and relying upon thc bond as tlieir security.

Both these defendants contended that tic son was flot fiable,
aid judgmnent was flot pressed for against Zenophile Bonne ville, the
on. Cases where the party tb le benefited by a bond, promiîssory
ioe or the like, undertakes be obtain additional signatures, or to
û smre otier act by way of completing tlie transaction, were
Iearly distinguishable, having regard te the facts of and the pria-
iple governîng this case. There wus no evidence clearly siewing
bat the collector failed be collect taxes which he should have
ollected; and it waa not for the learned Judge te le astute to
md mneans of increasing the hurden te le borne by Peter L.
ýonneville. This consideration did not apply be the defendant
ýarTett. The Bonnevilles were defended by the same solicitor,
nd h. represented both as counsel. Zenopliile Bonneville could
et have ineurred mnucli costs. Thc action sliould b. dismissed as
gans biu, witli costs fixed at $W0. There should le judgmnent
ýeIlarng that the defendant Peter L. Bonneville wa-s liable upon
he bond for such taxes as the defendant Barrett collected and

aldtoaccourit for and pay over, with interest on the aggregate
j tilese sums from tIe lst March, 1917; declaring that the

efnat l3arrett was fiable for these sums, together witi such
thetaxes as lie could but for hîs neglect or default have collected,
rit interest upon the aggregate of tliese sures from the lat


