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The following announcement has been made with regard to the dates 0£6tt}llle'
Ly Examinations of Law Society, Trinity Term : Ist Iqtermedxate, Acllltg.orals,
' ;nd Intermec'iatte, Aug. 28th; Solicitor, Sept. 2nd ; Barrister, Sept. 3¢ t,da fo;
ﬁe.Pt. 4th; Law School, 1st Year, Sept. Ist; 2nd Year, Sept. sth Lasf gling
hng Notices for call and admission as students, August 11th. Last dayb Oljns on

) I\ZPErs and paying fees for Final Examinations, August 23rd. Term beg!

®nday, September 8th.
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THE recent case of Cameron v. Walker, 19 Ont., 212, revealsf iii?itations.

1lous state of the law in regard to the operation of Fhe Statqte o e o by

® facts of the case were as follows: The property 1n questlonh wgs fendant i a

S- Gardiner, a married woman. In 1869 her husband put the de t. or ac-
Ssessi y ; i sion ever since without paying rent,

k wls::jor'l’ andlhe Contmu;]d o, posisnes In 1881, Mrs. Gardiner gave a mortgage

ging title in any other person. , Mrs. ¢ : : itle

2[] the 1ot c?mtaining aypower of sale, and the plaintiff in the action C;‘?lmre?b;ng

®r a sale had under this power. The Court held .that Mrs. Cc}ia; ;I;Znt P

] Arried woman) was not prejudiced by the possession of thef e6 eVict Ny

3 9to 1876 ; but that on 1st July, 1876, under the operation O 3 re.x;qoved,

:. 23 16 ((’).), the disability to sue, by reason of coverture, tV_Vajs began to

it Wwas consequently not till then ‘that the Statute of Limita loh e vage

qfnxin the defendant’s favor as against her. -Consegll]eiﬂy;::::sizrfas ag:inst

her8 I'was given, the defendant had not acquired a title by P

ivi held, was practically
tog And the effect of the giving the mortgage, the Court he

hose
¢ ) . i of the mortgagee, wios
| '®ate 3 new starting point for the Statute in favor payment of his

of action did not accrue until default had been made in the nty-one years’
lu t8age. The result was, that although the defendant had twe fyt'tle oo any
: 0:;3 Sturbed possession without having given any acknowledgﬂéin:uote 1as against
th or Person, he nevertheless failed to acquirea title under’the a It ;eeingthat,
&Sg mortgagee's vendee. This is certainly @ somewl?at cunousdl’ft!_st‘;e ’ The effect
of “®ainst the mortgagor, the defendant had acquired a good ll - definitely to

the decision is practically to enable an OWner of .the paper tit enltnof the mort-
R Pone the operation of the Statute—for if the time for Paym?d . he mean-
Reis fixed a hundred years hence, and interest is regularly paicin



