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Thus, throughout the whole instrument dealing with the'.

tion there runs the prevailing idea that the plaintiff quâ
only is to be entitled to exercise the option.

I, therefore, am of opinion that the proper interpretat10eý
place upon the instrument in question is, that the Plain
right of pre-emption ceased when the lease came to an entÎ5
therefore, this appeal should bc dismissed with costs.
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WARD v. WRAY.

Mistake--Cancellation. of Promissory Note-,4ceeptaným
in Renewaý-Mistake as to Mentity of SignatO
fro-m Conseqwnces of Mistake-Liability on Pte-ý
-Discharge-Exi-ension of Time for payment by

-Absence of Kno"edge of Suretyshýp-Req9eÊt
tenoion.

Appeal by the defendant George Wray senior frOlu, tb'
ment of the Judge of theCounty Court of the CouDtY:.01ý
ton, in favour of the plaintiff, in an action against (IOOrgpýlý'
senior and George Wray junidr, father and son, to 80t 8e "
plaintiff's caneellation, made by mistake, of a proinisoll",

madeby the defendants in favour of the plaintiff au
by him, and to recover the amount owing on the notO,,"'el,

The appeal was heard by MuLocK, o.j.Ex.D., ci,

A. Wier, for the appellant.
R. J. Towers, for the plaintiff.

The judgment of the -Court was deuvered byx

-The plaintiff conducts a banking business 8t the.oV"ýý
nia, and the defenihmt George Wray senior rWde$
son resides in the United States. The note aued:ou
the 21st AprÎ4 1910. It was made by the twOdIfen
able to, the plaintiff's order six months aiterd
before its maturity, the father called upon the
the intemt whieh had accrued on the note, an CI

had not beard from his son about the UlattÇre
hear shortly. The -note bocame due on tÈ 24th


