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Lad been proved at Lloyd 's Bank, but Asbbury, J., held that
this was a defence which ought to hiave been pleaded under Rule
210 (mec Ont. Rule 146), but even if it had been pleaded. he
was of the opinion that it wu no defence, because the condition
only applied to the princeipal, and there had been a default in
payment of interest, pursuant lu the demand, by wbich defauit
the principal had becoîne payable.

Comp.-NY-DmENTLURE PAYABLE ON SPECIFIED r>AY-WINDING UP
OF COMPANY DEFORE DEBENTURE nUE---DEBE.NTURE 1IOLDERS'

ACTION-RECEl VER.

In re Cro??pton, Player v. Crompton (1914) i Ch. 954. This
wau a debenture holders' action. By the tcrms of the debentures
they were inade payable at a certain day whieh had not arrived;
but the eompany had soid its undertaking to another eompany.
%md passed a resolution for its voluntary winding up for the
purposes of reconstruction. In these circumstanees Warrington,
J., hcld that when the business of the company came to an end
by the winding up. the debentures ccas(ed to l)c a floating securit *
of the eompany. that thcy then becamie pa.ablc and the securitv
therefor enforccable. and consequently that the plaintiffs wcrc
entitled to thi appoiiitrnnt of a recciver is eLinied.

PLFAING;C-(*I-RACTER IN WVHICH PZLANTIFF S -- C~NBY

LUNA'IC-IINýACY NOT AD3ITTED--REIEVANT I$U-SR

ING OUT SO MUHOF DEFENCE AS DID SOT AD)MIT LVNAWl OF

l'L~NTIF-RI.E288(ONT. viWLEs 124, 1:37).

Richmond v. Br<,a.son (1914) 1 C'h. 968. This %vas an action
by the plaintiff descrihed as "'a person of unsound mid not N
found" bvbis next frieid. The defendants by their (lefence did
flot adtmit that the plaintiff was of un4ound mid. ani they a)-
ieged that the plaintiff w8t in faet of sound mid. The plaintiff
moved to strike mit this part of the dlefeuce as rai8ing an r
relevant issue and for judgment on the admissionsi iii the defence.
Warrington, JT., held that the defence iii effeet set up what was
an irrelevant issue, viz.. whether the plaintiff's soliitor had pro-
per authorîty to institute the action. This he held eould flot Ile
(donc by plcading, as it was no answer to the 'dlaitm ani that the
proper way to raiiw that question was by motion to stay the pro-
reedinge. lic, therefore. struck out ehat part of the dcefer1 ce
ohjected to sud gave jîîdgient for the plaintiff on the defe,îd-
antl's adinissions, with costs.


