
III. VoL. vnt. DIGEST OF CASES. 6t3
plea that payment of the note eral Oayment 

was dema&ed on 29th June, 1883, " 
when the $75 was paid by defend- 
ant on account of the note, and the 
atatute of Limitations began to run 
on the 12th July, 1883. PlaintifTs 
nght to sue was barred in 1889.

and on account—Statute of
Limitations.

See Statute of Limitations.
the

tere
the PUBLIC SCHOOLS.

See Constitutional Law.lich
Held, a/so, that there was a 

waiver of presentment at the Bank 
by the defendant.
Carley..................

ici-
QUEEN S COUHSEL.

Queetis Counsel- Precedencc.] 
2. Contingency— Payable on — i„ v, ■. c,ase °f Qucen’s Counsel

Cmmty Court—Statcment of claimå^t*"10^ wh“e their patents
—The defendant gave the plaintiff^6 °^even date, in the absence of 
company two promissory nötes CXPress Provision as to their 
both dated 26th April, 1891 oni r®sPect*ve pnonty of rank contain- 
payable 1st December, 1891 and -j1 the Patents, and of any other 
the other payable lst’ December de‘ermlni"g >h= q-estion,
1892. EachAote contained a pro- hart ”at” °f Pr.eceden=e ”bich they 
Viso that “if for any good reuon M.li. t, n,!e?bers, of the ™ 
Massey & Co. should consider this “uM t ,C ?atents were
note insecure, they have full power m! , d, ,rresPect‘ve of themtodeclareit, ,„dy all otherG- r *'***' ¥
made by me in their favor, due" MaJ"ty J Counsel. . 
and payable at any time." On -----

syte Äis, r1/8™ act-
due, because the first one was un- \™“,ce—AlM‘l‘on ofcaveator 
paid, and brought an action on the n"™* °r. '”‘"est of caveator— 
same in a County Court. J-tirections tn statute imperativt.!—

„ „ in an appbcation under The
Hela, that the plaintiff company Real Property Act the caveat cavc 

had power to make the note pay-no addition for the caveator 
able and actionable, upon the hap- th°ugh the affidavit in support 
pening of the event mentioncd, described him as an accountant. 
before maturity by effluxion of Held, that the addition of the 

™ ' caveator must be set out in the
The plaintiff'sstatement ofclaim caveat. 

filed in the County Court contained The »tatement of the caveator’s 
acopyofthe note, but did not set “tate and intertst in the land 
out the contingency on which the h°th in the caveat and in the affi- 
note was declarcd payable. davit was only : “I have an attach-

Held, that it was a sufficicnt hl!"1 j*1'"51 ,T.' M'> wI?0 owns. or 
statement of claim. The Massey ^ c" ‘he ,and
Manufactunng Co. v. Perrin . 467 b d' v- Stmfson, 124
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Several pjromissory notes-Gen-flintixf^fissue.J^lnim, B.
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