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Hox, Ma. SCOTT—1 think my hon.
Tlend had better let that clause stand for
€ present,

Hox. Mz, ABBOTT—I have no objection.

On clause 11,—

Hox. Mr. ABBOTT—This is a provision
ade to remcdy a doubt in the existing
}:"W- I fancy there are decisions upon it,
Ut this is to clear up the doubt and lay
o W0 a fixed rule, which is to be binding
D all occasions in future, and it seems to
an equitable rule, because if there is
1Y inconvenience caused by the exercise
this right, it is thrown on the person

O makes the blunder.

he clause was agreed to.

On clauge 13,—

Hon. Mr. POWER—TIt has been sug-
%e;ted by the hon. gentleman from St.
bo \n that this clause might be amended
Wy Inserting after the word “Sunday ” the

Ords “op other non-judicial day.” The
g:. T might be dated on a statutory
iday, for instance.

it lgon. Mr. ABBOTT—I do not know that
daro28 ever been contended that a note
On a statutory holiday is null,

beHON' Mg, POWER—As some doubt has
po?n expressed by business men upon this
nt, wouid it not be better to remove

duy insorti :
Sugge‘s):g?by inserting the words I have

an2Y: Mr, ABBOTT Tt is a pity to put
&bzolhmg into the Bill which is not
Utely required. However, I will
N8ider if it is necessary.

On clange 14,—

angp Mr. DICKEY—It seems to be an
Pa Maly that a bill payable on demand is
: ay 8ble really on demand, while a bill
Yab ;
grace

le at sight is allowed three days

to?ﬁn. Mr. ABBOTT—TIt is not proposed
ot v the law in that respect. We do
he] Waqt to alter the law where we can
Y dOlng 80,
H

lookoN' Mr. POWER—If my hon. friend

VG'inE‘ﬁat clause 2 of clause 14 I think he

doubtng that there is some ground for the
X

from gy f;ﬁgfed by the hon. gentleman

.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT —1 will have it
looked into.

On clause 18—

Hon. Mr. SCOTT —This is a strange
provision, that where a man declines to
accept a bill payable at sight, and subse-
quently accepts it, the days of grace are
counted from the day the bill was first
presented to him. I think it is rather
contrary to common sense.

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—In the absence of

an agreement.

Hox. Mr. SCOTT—It is presumed that
when a man says, “I will accept that bill,”
the time should run from then.

Hon. MR, ABBOTT—In my opinion the
view taken of this clause is the right one,
because the original contract with the
holder is that on the presentation of the
bill the drawee shall pay it. If, when he
accepts, he desires to vary the date, he is
permitted to do so by agreement with the
holder.

The clause was agreed to.

On clause 19,—

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—This is a clause
about which there was a good deal of
debate in the other House, and it seems to
be a question whether there is anything
new in it or not. There is no substantive
law to which we can refer for the express
letter of it,and it is not always easy to say
whether a proposed clause is new or not.
I would suggest that it be allowed to stand
for the present.

On the 26th clause,—

Hon. Mr. ABBO1T—This is framed to
meet difficulties which have very frequent-
ly arisen as to whether a person was liable
when he added to his signature some qual-
ifying word, such as “Agent,” without say-
ing for whom he was agent. By this clause
he is not liable if he states for whom he is
agent, but unless he states for whom he is
agent he is liable.

Hon. Mr. SCOTT—Suppose he signed
for a company, ought he to be liable ?

Hon. Mr. ABBOTT—Not at all, if he
states the company for which he is agent.
The mere addition of “agent” to hissigna-
ture does not relieve him.



