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to and affect sucli covenants as are for the paymnent of lno9neYand no other, as the effect of an acknowledgmnent tinder it 's
only to give " the person entitled the right to bring an atiol
for the money remlaining unpaid and so açknowledgCd tO be
due,"t etc.

Therefore it would seem that the amendmneft Of 893
(56 Vict., ch. 1 7) would be effective only to limait or craltle
remedy of the holder of the mortgage to ten years onsc
covenants therein as are flot within section 8 or afetdban acknowledgment under it, .that is, covenants other tliafl
those for the payment of money. As to covenants, howlever'
for the paymient of xnoney, which in a mottgage isth Wl15t
essential and the one most likely to be acted upon, it would seeri
in view of sec. 8, that the amendment would only be effective
so long as there were neither of such acnwegiet" aFare required by sec. 8, made by the person i able, but '0
soon as the person hiable made an acknowledrent inl w~r1t
signed by himseîf or his agent, or made a payment on accouflt
oIf the Principal or interest due thereunder, the person enltitîed
would iMmediately have a right to bring an action for t"Money remaîning unpaid at any time within twentyYye2aVs
thereafter.

The intent of the legisiature was clearly to lii dhe tirnefor bringing action on the covenant for payment of d'e pfll
cipal money and interest, as weîî as of the other covenantS
and it is hard to say how f ar the Courts would be likelY tW go
in imipliedly exceptîng this case from sec. 8 since the alnend-
ment. However that may be, the question is not likely to braised until at least ten years from the ist day of JulY, 1894ehave elapsed, and it would be wise if the legisiatUre wýere tremove ail doubt on the question before theil.
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