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For the appellant it is contended that the renewal State-
ment was filed too late; that to be in time it should have
been filed at the latest at some time on 25th April, 1905.

In my opinion, it is only necessary to read the langua,ge
of the statute to see that this contention cannot prevail. .
[The year within which the renewal is to be filed is to be:
computed “from the day ™ on which the mortgage itself was
filed. This necessarily means that the year begins at the

first moment of time after that day has been completeq. -
Were the language “ from the time of filing,” the appallant’s
contention might have much weight. If authority be needeq 3

to support the view that the year within,iwhich the reneway
is to be filed must be computed exclusively of the day upon
which the mortgage itself was filed, the case of Goldsmith’s
Co. v. West Metropolitan R. W. Co., [1904] 1 K. B. 1, affords
it. At p. 5 Mathew, L.J., says: “ The rule is now well estak.
lished that where a particular time is given, from a certsas;
date, within which an act is to be done, the day of the date
is to be excluded.”

A number of American cases cited in Cobbey on Chattel
Mortgages, at p. 592, were referred to by counsel for the 9

appellant. Of these it is sufficient to say that on examing.
tion it appears that the language of the several statutes
upon which these American decisions turn is not identieal
with that with which we are now dealing.

The appeal fails and should be dismissed with costs.

Murock, C.J., gave reasons in writing for the same
conclusion.

CLUTE, J., concurred.
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