
8.Febniary 15, Z888. Cornm;ents on Citrrent Englisk Decisions. 7Er

tcstatrix' death, and thcen to give it to Elico Harris, should she remain in the r

tstatrix' service until hcer death. The testatrix had previously told Ellen Harris
aw thac if she would continue in lher service until hcer death, she would ]cave in the

of ie soicto a rcentfo ler beyond what she miglit Ibave to hcer by hier '
j iii. Ellen Harris remnained withi the testatrix until lier death, and the note

continued in lier solicitor's hands, and shc had nover revokcd the directions she
on hiac given him about the note. The question %vas wheifher thcre hiad been a
* 's valiid gift of the promnissory note, andi North, J., hielci that there had that the
of il solicitor hiad beeni constituteci a trustee of it, and that hoe mightt hand it over on
er. t'- prescribcd conditions being fulfiled, andi that Ellen Harris %vas thecrefore
lie entitled to prove for the amounit of the note against the estate of the tsa~x
to

MOiRTAGOR AND oiux;i'-EhM''o ACTION- No0RIGAG EE IN OSSIOovE.R-

qA.vuortle v. LOrd, 36 Chy. D). 545 was an action for redeînption brought by
an assignee of the oquity of redeînption. The defendants set up the Statute of

te Limitations, and claimred that a large amouint %vas still due to thein. The
- defence of the statuto wvas overruled, and the usital accounits ordered, and in case
r tsol perdefondants werc ovcrpaid, furthicr consideration wvas ad ourned.

d FThc resuit of the accounits showcd that the defendants, wl'hn weont into possession
d in 1857, hiad beon fully paid in Novemibeor, 1 866, and that a balance of £618 %vas

t duc fromn tho defetnd;îts, ; and it %vas hield on furthcr consideration by North, J.,
f that the defendants %vero liable to have the account taken %vith aîînual mes froin

c the timie the inortgrage was fubly paid, following lson v. Ifrfltcalft?, i Russ. 53o,
e and inust also pay the costs of the action.
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11AILIFF FOR INFANT SON.

Iihi re Iobbs, Hobbs v. 1-Vadi', 36 Ch%,. D, 553 is a decision of North, J,, uiponl
a question arising under tho Statute of Limitations. A father becanme inii î7o
tenant in comîinon with his twvo sons, Samnuel andi john. John was thon an
infant, and attainied twenty-one iii 1,77, and dieci in May, 1884, and his share
ciescended to his brother Samuel. The fatlici- and sons wce entitbed to the
estate iii the folloviin proportions The father %vas entitled to one moiety, the
sons werc cntitbed to one-fourth oach, but subject to thc riglit of the father to
one-half of the rents of their respective shares so long as hie remnained a %vidower.
In 1870 the father entered into the receipt of the whole rents, and continued in
possession for more than tvelve yoars without accounting to lis sons for their
shares, or aclknowbedgitng iii writing their tîtle. In February, 1,884, the father
married again, and in November, 1884, hoe died ; and it wvas hcbd that as to the
one-eigbîth slîare to %vhich John becaine otitted in possession in 1870, his fathor
must bc deerned to have heeni in possession as his hailiff, and thierefore Samuel
ivas entitied to the whole of John's share, but that his title to his own one-eighih,
to which lie wvas enititled in poss~ession in 1870, was barred by the Statute of
Limitations. Se hIe n Taylor, 28 Gr. 64o.


