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EDITORIAL RE VIE W 0F CURREN T EATGLISH
in DECISIONS.

)n (ReRisterad in accordance with the Copyright Act.)
')e ~ VIENDOR AND PUROHABER-SPEr-liIC PERFORMAN~Cs-DELAY -DEPOSIT,

ly LIEN FOR-STATUT£ OF' LIMITATIONS.

5s Levy v. Stogdon (1898) 1 ChY. 478, is a somewhat curious
is case. lI April, 1886, Sir John Sebright contracted to seli to
as one }Ceays a contingent reversionary interest in £20,000 odd
LS, of Consols free fromn incumbrances, for ;C3,5 50. Keays paid

e cioo as adeposit. Therew~ere existing incumbrances which
-h Sebright undertook to pay off, but did not. Sept. 25th, 1886,

was fixed for completion, when the balance of the purchase
hie money was to be paid, and in case of delay the purchaser
id. was to pay inte* est at 5 per cent. Sebright subsequently
to became bankrupt, and he and his trustee in bankruptcy exe-
ds cuted an assigniment of ail his property to one Baker, who sub-

sequently mortgaged the reversionary interest above men-
ve tioned; Keays interest under his contract subsequently
A becamne vested in one Birch. The contingent interest having
sh corne into possession, Birch now claimed specific performance
idi. of his contract, or a lien on the fund for his deposit and
ns interest. The ci.lim to specific performance was resisted on

ýw ~ the ground of lhches on the part of the purchaser, and this
)st defence, Stirling, J., held wvas entitled to prevail-but as re-

by garded the dlaim to a lien for the deposit and interest he held
is that by virtue of the contract the vendor became trustee of

he the fund for the purcl-.aser for the amount of his deposit, and
.00 that no Statute of Limitations applied to the case, nor any

to by analogy on which, the Court ought to act, and he therefore
;es held that to that extent Birch's dlaim nmust succeed.
Las

xe ~MORTOAGOR AND MORTOAQI-FURTER ADVANCS-SI;BSEQUENT
~re INCUMcItANCES-MORTGAGE OF BQUITABLE INTEREET-NOTICE TO TRUSTR

to -LIMfITATION OVER IN4 EVENT OF ALIENATION 14V CESTU! gun TRUST.

i.re The facts of liesi v. Willis (1898) 1 Ch. 488, are a littie
cornplicated, but are substantially as follows: Walter
Willianms under his father's will wvas entitled to an equitatile


