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to secure the repayment, in 1883, of an advance, the borrower
authorized the tender to seil the bonds for the ps- 2se of repay-
ing the advance, and undert,.ýok to pay the lender any deficiency
between the amount realized from the bonds and the aâyance.
Iu 1889) the lender sold the bonds, and the proceeds proved
insufficient to repay the advance. lu i891 the borrower died
without having given any asknowledgment of the debt. The
action wvas brought against his executors to recover the amount
of the deficiency, and ' .ey set up the Statute of Limitations
(21 Jac. I, c. 1fi>, S. 3, as a bar to the action. North, J., %vas of
opinion that the cause of action did flot accrue until the bonds
were sold in i889, but the Court of Appcal (Lord Herscheil, L.C.,
andi Lindev andi Davey, L.J J.) were of opinion that the cause of
action accruucl when the debt becamie due in 1883, Pnd that the
clause giving the tender a power tc seIl the bonds did not affect
the original promise or obligation to pay, nor create any new
obligation to pay on the realization of the securities. Thev,
therefore, held that tue action %vas barrei, and rnust be dis-
riissed.1

lit re llurJing, Rogcrq v. Harding, (IS94) 3 Ch- 315: 7 R.
()et- tb4, is a case On the law of powers. lAy a marrnage settie.
mient certain ftinds were madie subject to a power of appointrnent
l1y the hhushanu and wife during their joint lives by di-ed, with or
Wili ti t powver of' revocatioti ami necw appc;ntrnent -and, in

ihutof anti subject to such appointment, then as the survivor-
of clhci shouti bvN dpeti. with or without power of revocation andi
niý. appoitintent, or by wvill, appoint. The husband andti'e~t

iaea joint appointrnetàt of part of the ftind, wvith 'a pt oviso, that
the aippointmtit thereby tie was madie " %ubject to the pow,%er
of revocation t n nw appointnient iientioneti in the settliment:ý'
.\fter the witsdeath the husti4ii executeti a dtedt revokîn ' the
Joint appointinent, andi rnzkig a niew apImintment of the fnind,
The question tvus whether this latter appointiment was valiti, It
xas contended that it was vo.t beause the power to revoke the
IJoint appointment coulti only be reïservedto the husbund andi
wîlè, anti, even if it couki have been reserveti to the survivor,
ii h'ad tnt lx-en effectually se reftrvecl. The~ Court of Appeal


