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L.JJ ) %vere unabie te agrec on the interpretation of the Real
Property Limitation Act in refèrence to ci. jes of I'coticealed fraud,"
<see R.S.O. c. 133, s. 3 1). Lord Alverstonie, C.J., and W illiams, L.J.,[î ben fointat Il the concealed fraud " %vliich îvill prevent

the running of the statute against the righltful cimier, nmust be the
fraucl of~ the per-son %vho sets up the Itattute of limitations, or of

son So neC U through wvhom lie clim4i,, Rigby, L.J., on thc othert
hanid, thouglit that the Act applied to every case ni' conicealed

fraud by %victnisoever cornmitted. In the pre4ent case thie con-
cealed fraud had been commnittccl hy a thitd party, w~ho hai
concealed the existence of a cleed in favouir of the I)laitimf but the

f ~defendant in possession %vas igo in f the eNistcnice of the decd,
and was thier-elre hceld cintitcci to rclv mn the statute of limitations

1as a bar to the plainti oe's c:aiim, notwitlhstandtl îg the coocealed rtd
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In Rzni CoJ~I/w o. v Ifn,// t<i Ch. 184, a
qusinwas raised as to wheitler a certin resotution liad becn

holders. This depended on wvhether the piurcliasers of' certain
shares forfcited for niot-payimenit of cais, litad a riglht to vote. The
articles of association providctl iltat ;tfter forîcittire oJire the
diirecters of the cornpanvy shou<l hce int it'cd tte rcnt cer citils andi
othur suins due i respect of the ftwfciieî sharcs front the former

.îowner, anid that rio rncmnbr .liotiidi bc un i tled t) \, ic i n respect oi
shares in irespect of which call. k erc nnlp;tid. lit siati qnceý.

tien were forfeitedl anti Solt te aniother Tcmn.'hc Certitkcate ('t
the sliares soIt! statecd tliat thie.,Liii o 3s. 4d1. P01r share lad! pen1aid,
andi that the remiain incy is .tl ai! bueni cal ed t p. aidi is pvahie

bv he ormr on-s, andi the îwirchasrs %vere te b e rc1 thu
ownersý discharged frorn ail 2al k, t tc pritr t o t heir puirchatse. The

t calls in default at the tirne ý,f tht' fo rfi -cl( t lirei patd lt, Iten iti 
it was hieldtilat the ptirchasers Nvere n ýt entitict! to vote its long a"s
suchi prier calis reinainied unlpaid, eveni thiîegh thcv were flot liabl

t thecrefor.
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