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guishable, and that the plaintiff had in faet acted as it was in-
tended he should act ini the carry ing out of the contraet in
question.

PRINOXPAL AND SURETY-BANC GUARtANTEE-DUTY OF BANK TO
GtTARANTOR-NON-DISCLOSU-RE BY BANK TI)URNO F tS i
PICIONS COXCERNING CONDICT 0F DEIiTOR -RELERA5E 0F

Nalional Pr'ovincial Bank. of' EKglai(d V. Gluau.k (1913) :3
K.fl. 335. This was an action by a bank on a guaranty given
by the defendant for the paymient of all monry8 due by one
Coles. a customeir of the bank. Coles wvas also the agent of an
* state, of which the defendant wvas life tenant. The mnanager
of the bank liad suspicions that (Colpg waa usin- tlie fands ofb
this estate illegitiînately, and for other than the purposes of
the estate, but lie oinitteu to eomnnînnicate 'hesc, suspicions to
ihie defendant. The clefendant claiîned that this omission had
the etfect of discharging imii froin liability, but llorridge, J.,
who tried the action, hiel that it did not, and that although in

tthe case of a fldelity guarainty such aui omission %vould work ia
diseharge of a surety, yet thiat rule did not apply in the case
of a guaranty of a delit, and thîît the. hank %%ereý unidvr no ob-
l'gation to conîninjate suspicions ati'eetiing the eredit of the.
dlebtor, vveni if it entertained thein but lie thonglit the evid-
elîre inidieùted thut they had ill faut 1we1iHHV on iwirly.

XEGIUNCEI3EACIIOF DtTY-IORSE ANOý CARIA.\E IIIHED DY
IiL'BAN-VlCOU$iIO$E---INURYTo wiPE - KN'OLEDijE

OF <>WNR-CON'rR9)i. OF W.Rt~u-CETNI I' VFE AS

PASSENGEH.t

IWifr v. Steadnaii 1913) 3 K.H. 340. This was an action td
by liusband and] iife to recover damages for injuries, sustained
by theni in the following circtistances. The humhand hired
fromn the defendant, a livery stable keeper. a landau with horme
and driver for the purposis oF taking i drive. Ris wife aiceconi-
panied hi in the carrnage. Tht' horse sihied on meeting a
traction engine and becane tiinmanageable, the earniage Nwas up-
set and hoth huaband and wife were injure(]. Tite jury fourid K;

thiit the defendant ouglit to have knowîx, if lie had used proper
care, that the horse was utiaafe to h4 sent out with the' cariage,
but that the driver was not negligent. On thexe findings the de- e Î


