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been deumanded and refuised : Byles on Bills, !)th ed., p). 164, an
vases there eîted ; and thiat this is stili the lawv appears from Glas
e.ock v. Bails, 24 Q.B.D. 13 . . . The Bis of Exchiange Act i
flot referredl to ... buit there van he no dloubt that the Cour
nutst have been of opinion that it had mnade no change in thi
law as expoundffed in the cases before the Act was passed.

It is clear, 1 think, fromn the provisions of the Act, that a b
of exhnepayable on dexnand is flot tg) be dvemed to be ovui
duie for thie puripose of affeeting the titie of' a person takinj i

uneeit appears on the fac-( of it to have been in circuflation fc
an) unesofabe ngth of' timeiç.

[Reercnce to mec. 70,. 1u-es and 2.1
ht is clear, then, thiat, 11ad thie instrumient stied on been a bi

of ecagas it wals nlegotiated on the day* it was made,
wnulid mint biai" hp ee reid to bed an overduie bill.

As sve 186i makvs the provisions of the Act rulating to billsi
eýxehalngeý applicable to proiissory nlotes,., sec. 70, buit for thae pr,
visions of sec, 182, wouild bce applicable to prmsoynotez.

Butt, imasmtich as- promissory notes payable mi emnand 111
àLlways stood on al ditYcrent footing fromn bis of exclhange 1
paIyalel, bin1g, aS it waS said, more in the natuire of' continifi
securities, sec. 182 was natdfor tho ups of contînnix
that distinction, ani in order to provide tîxat, thug bull pa
able on deimilnd wals to) be deemied to be over-due whenl it appea
thait it hadl been in circuflation for an unreasonable length
timev, a different rujle should beaplcal to a prornissory no
paIyal)e' On de-Manid, WhIVIh ShLd1( flot be deeme1fd to beV overdi

beaue t tile time ot its negotiation it aippeared thlat a reaso-
able tinie for presenting it for paymient had lasdsinoe i
1ise. 1 miea, of courise, overdie wvithinl the Iîueaning and f
thie puirpose-S ut seýc. 70.

Althou4gh the pro-(visiofu sec. 18'2 is a negative une, thaft
noteý payable oin deinand is flot to be deemied to be overduie .
. , the. saine effeet oughit to be giveni to it as to the affirmnati
mie unitimied in sec. 71). It is probable that the negaý'itive foi
%mm iised ... becauise the purpose of se. 182 wais to mûke

exception to) the rle prsrbdby sec. 70.
In ainy casqe, how is it possible, in the faice of the provisi

uf sec. 182 that a note payable on demand "is nlot bie to be demi
to be overduie . . . b>' reason that it appears that al reaw>nà1
timev for presvnting it for payment hias elapsed since ittîs u(
tg) 1101d tildt thei note sued on is to lie deemmd to have been ov
duet ait thej timeg tile plaintifYs beoamie the hiolders of it, when.
waa nore tg themIl onu the very day o! its issue?


