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ftbOdEDXJKE—Conknmd.,
declaration by desoHbing the wMT^ common as to property.

(8.) Where the husband has bMb q,iImmoned merely for the

pnrpose of authoriiibg his wife (defendant), the plaitatiff wiU4iot

be allowed, on a motion to amend the original writ and declara-

tion, to make the husband a party to the action personally,

without summoning him in his personal capacity. O'Cbnnord;

Inglu, 218. .' ^

r-^ JSIeadingr-Demurr^r—Sf/^Meney of oK^Hona—Compound mtereiL'i

Where ^e plaintiff claimed a certain capital sum, and also com-

_/ puted compound interest as well as interest thereon, and alleged
~.\ • as to the total amount, "which said last mentioned sum the

" said defendant hath often admitted to owe apd promised to pay
}* to the said plaintiff, btit has always neglected to do ao,"—held,'
that the allegations of t)ie declaration justified a conclusion fol*

> the whole amount, and that it was not necessary to allege

specially that th«^ defendant had, promised dto pay compound
interest MeVey ds MeVey, 206,

^
Pleadmy—Vagugnat and inmffieiency of allegations of demand—

Exception to tluform.} Where the ri^ht of liction is not denied
by the defendant, but he complains,, of the vagueness and
insufficiency, of the allegations of the dechration, it is matter

,
^^ for an exception to the form^ and not .for a demurrer,:Of for a

- motion for particulars. McGreevy & Seauofge, ^.
—— See Appial. • .'•
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&e CoMtrrrnrriONAii Law, 263. *
^

PROMISSORY NOTES. ^

Tmnfor without endortement—Warranty—LadiaJ] (1.) Where a
' nbte of a third party is transferred for valuable security, being
'-given in payment of goods purchased, -and the note is not
endorsed by the transferor, a .warranty is implied that the

• maker is not insolvent tothe knowledge of the transibror. (2.)

If it be proved that ilie maker of the note was'lnsolveiit to the
L^ . Imowleijge of the transferor, the party who received it isentitled
V toc^r it back and daim (he aiqount fh>m the tiransferor, with-

out asking for the rescission of the ototract in tolo. (3.) Art.

! 15^, C 'G., does not wpfij to such a case, and tiiere being no
. trme fixed by law for oflbring back such note, it is hi the discre-

tion of the Court to determine"whether there was laches, and
^ whetfier the transferor was prejudiced hy the delay. Lewia &

QUALITY TO SUE.

, C C P. 14, 19—JleiKiwr to iorAgntttmpvnlSan in VutAdaiim^

Wbers an acti<m was bro^l^ht in the province of Quebec, by thg^
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