
and will only add that it appears to me that two the aiequa"ly cegent reasons xighti. if necessary be gv, e iisup
port of the learned Chancellors judgment.

The first, that in foreclosure actions. t is a mnatter ofcourse, eýven in cases where the provisions of the Rleal Pro'-perty Limitations Act apply. to a.llow uipon the covenlat,where thiere is one, more than P) y(-;1rs' neet if tdure arenc, subseýiquent incuxabrances: Madoal . Donald, il10. R. 18.And the difi'erent hodhlesin thepreencase, ilj claixininig under the, same niotgag1 sgluty do t,in my' opinion, stand ini the relation of Pri1er(ýT aind subse»qu1ent
ijncuibrancers towards ecd other.

And second. the written cnoedx e of idebtedne.S
in respect of the intergest in question datud 4th1 Jiy, v 19q03,appears to, be amnply sufficient to meet the, objection of theatatute, even if it ils applicable.

This acknowledgxnent was apaetyduly athtorized( ai.a meeting of the directors. Its ternis are wide eno1ugh toomnbrac-e ail thie outstandîng coupon)is, anld net merely those,huld byv Mr. Pitchie, and. it is therefore, noi properlY open, Itlunk. to thie reproachi contended for in argument thati it isLu effeet an acknowlod gmnent given 1)y Mr. Ritchiie te, hLt-self. Mfr. Ritchiie, it is truie, was, at thediets mee(tii,but he is the president of the company, and it was- hli> tte he there. But hie was Onfl vOne of eighit drcospresent.
Nose far as appears, is hie the, only holder of o:1rd111n

unmpla coupons who wouild gain by the acknowledgnient.
The only nse made or atte.mpted te ho magie to thegsufilciericy of this acknowledgxnent uipon thle argument begforeus w-as, thlat, it iras obtained hyv 1,r. Ritchief for lus- own iibtne-

lit andl puirpose,ý and reliance' wr pl1epon t111 cnses ofAstbury v. Astbuiry, [19]2 Ch. 11(": J3oH[din v. lâtrne, 1fleO. J. & S. 122; and Lownddes v. Garnett, 33 L. T. Ch. 4118.?But an examitnation of these cases cle(arly shews thiat theyvhave realY ne) application. hin Astbury v. Astbury it m'aslield flint one or tie trustees couild not bind te landaý byan acknowledgmient given against the( Nvish ofr the, eoituste,nor indleed ivithout hlis active concuirrence; in Bolding v.Lane it iras he](d that a mortgagor couild not 1)v an ackn-Tow-
ledgment affect a~ sublsequent ineuinbrancer: aind in Lowudesv. (3arnett it iras held thit the acknowledgrnent relied ondie neot ajnount fo an admission that the deobt iii queston
wiLs due.

For these, as ireil as tlic rensons given byv the learnedChancellor. I think the appeal faits andl should bhediise
w'ith coite.


