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mind, and one of hie sons arranged with the bank to continue the
lunatmc's banking account and to draw upon it on behaif of the
lunatie for the maintenance of the lunatie and hie fwn,'ily, and for
the necessary outgoings of the estate. At the death of the lunatic
hie banking account was overdrawn, and the bank claimed to pro ve
for the amount of the overdraft and for the usual bank charges
for intereet and commission. Nev,:11e, J., held that although the
batik were flot creditors of the lunatic they were entitied under
the doctrine of subrogation to stand in the ehoes of creditors paid
by the son out of the moneye advanced by the batik for neceesaries
eupplied to the lunatic and hie family, and for the necessary
autgoings of hie estate; but nlot for intereet and commission on
the overdraft; also that necessaries might include moneys properly
applied in payment of int.prest or) mortgages, repaire, insurance
and rent audit cxpenses. Another person claimed te prove in
respect of a statute barred debt, which the executors had entered
iii the list of the testator's debts scheduled to their affidavits for
probate. It was claimed that thie amounted to an acknowl-
edgment se as te pre vent the bar of the Statute of Limitations.
But Eve, J,, heid that to be effective the ackiowledginert muet
be to the creditor, and the entry in the schedule therefore was flot
sufficient, and that Smiith v. Poole 12 Sim. 17, te the contrary ie
flot law.

WILL-DEMONSTRATIVE LEOACY-REvtioNARY FUND-NO MIE
OF PAYMENT FIXED BY WILL-TimE FRONI W11101 INTEREST
BEGINS; TO RUN.

In re Walford, Kenyon v. Walford (1912) 1 Ch. 219. The
question ini thîs case wau from what time intereet began te run o.n
a legacy. By hie wvill the testator bequeathed to his sister in
the following terme: "the sum, of £10,000 as ber sole and abeolute
property to be paid out of the estate and effecte inherited by me
from my niother." The testator died in 1908. Ail the property
he was entitled to under hie mother's will wae rcversionary
expectant un the death of hie father who died in 1910. Rev'ereing
the jud -,'nent of Joyce, J., the Court of Appeal (Cozene-Hardy,
M.R., Moulton, and Farwell, L.JJ.) held that the legacy ivas
demonstrati ve, and no timne bei ng namned for paymcnt, and nothing
directing ç.ayment oxily when the reverrion fell in, the legacy
bore interest a ycar frorn the testator's desth, notwîiÂîtanding
that the fund eut of which it was primarily payable --as rever-
eionary.
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