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f„ald the tafs for 1891> sta"d in the same position as a plea
and defended as to the taxes for at law under the old practice and 
the other years. In his defence that the Judge originaily and the 
note, the defendant took objection Court on motion for prohibition 
to the junsdiction of the Court, on must enquire into and? determiné
wasfn°quest on ‘° la"dthe qUestion as to ”hether there
oelheSiTZ' ,v.'h °Pemngwaa a real dispute concerning the 
t V„„ ‘L ’ 5, °hje^t,0n was again ownership of the land, upon which
Ldh thebtUrial CTh Hgef p?ce,eded the '.iability of the defendant was 

ii a 1 • The defendant vvas contingent. The Tural Munici-
‘.sa/a^ °fS0U‘h N°rf0lk V' **"**• 

homestead and pre-emption, but 
never occupied it more than 
weeks at a time.

Appeal from decision of single 
mi , a few /“*< discharging a rule nisifor a 

• , *"at he last wnt of Prohibition—Countv Courtoccupied it m 1887 or 1888 ; that fudge vist be scrved with notice if 
his entry was cancelled in 1890 ; appeal. 9
that he paid taxes from 1882 to 
1887 ; that the Government allow- 
ed him to nominatfe a purchaser ; 
that he arranged with M. to buy 
for him ; that letters patent 
granted to M., and that he after- 
wards repaid M. the purchase 
money and interest, and was at the 
time of the trial the owner of the 
land.

The plaintiff put the assessment 
and colleetion rolls in evidence.
In the assessment rolls, the defend­
ant was assessed as owner. In the 
colleetion rolls as “owner or ten 
an t.”

1See Appeal.
1
tPROMISSORY NOTE.

1. Payable tendays af ter demand 
Deviand— Waiver of present- 

ment Statuie of Limitations.] — 
Action upon a promissory note 
made by defendant, dated 16th 
May, 18Ä3, payable “ten days 
after demand after date,” at the 
Federal Bank of Canada, Winni- 
peg. On 29th June, 1883, and on 

_ 9th Ju*y. 1883, plaintiff went to 
. defendant and asked him for 

money; oneach occasion defendant 
assessment Pat8 i'im $75; both payments were, 

rolls were not conclusive as to the on t*lc'r respective dates, indorsed 
defendant’s liability, but that lands on t,le back of the note by defend- 
of the Crown held under home-ant ani? signed by the plaintiff. 
stead or pre-emption entry were 'Pho plaintiff ’s attorney gave evi- 
assessable as against the person so dence that in June, 1883, prior to 
holding. the demand of the 29th, he saw the

2. That the mode of describine defendant> who asked him not to 
the defendant in the assessment ■ e a damand for money but to 
roll, whether as owner or otherwise waV ™td he couId see the plaintiff, 
was immaterial to his liability ’ fnd he subsequently told him he

3. That as the defendant ad-C,l™V° ,Te under5tanding
mitted his liability, no question of °r SOmethm® t0
title was in dispute. tnat eflect.

a rp,. n i ne action was commenced in4. That a dispute note does notiDecember, 1890.
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