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Appeal (Lindley, Fry, and Lopes, L.JJ.) dIecided that in a suit against an
executor for a Iegacy the execuitor rnay set up the Statute of Limitations as a
bar to its rccovery, notwithstanding he is an implied trustec of it; this betng,
as we have already observed, ccntrary to the ruling of the Ontario Court of
A.ppeal in Cakneron v. Campbell, 7 A.R. 361. 111 a late case, Strader v. Hark-
niess (flot vet reportcýd), lloyd, C. wve helievc bas also held that a defence of the
Statute ai Limnitations is a gond dlefence to an action against art executor for a
leýgac.% when there h;: no express trust.

lut re flodmapi, Bodmim v. iBodma>: c(89), ý3 Ch. 135, the sole poinIt for
adjjidication was whcther uinder a bcquest of aIl a testator's "shares" in a public
c-onipany his leberrture stock woul pass. The tcstator at the time of his wili
haci ten [ro shares and £200 of debenture stock in the cornpany, and (;hitty', J.,
lield thkýt the lbuture stock did noi pilss, because l'y the Companies' Act there
%%as a tnaterial différence betwecn the ordînary proprietarv shares and deherxture
,tock of a cornpanv* , the holders of the Iattcr flot being rueruhers of th-- company
and having no righit to vote at aný meeting of the companiv, and being entitled
merely to a fixed rate of interest wliateve'r the net profits rnight be. A dictzum
of James, L.., in A itrc v. Hloie, (j (.i.l), 649, that debenture stock " is of the
saine nature as uthcr stock of a cornpanyý,'' is to bc uinderstood. flot as ail
;Ibsoluite and nnlqualihiei statenient. but inerely in relation to the point decMded
n that case.
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In re !.letveliiu U891), 3 Ch-. 143. Ihitt 'V, J., reamfrins a %vcll-established
Pr îîwîple in regard t<) the law~ governing a soljcitor's lien, viz., that a sohicitor's
riglit (A lien on Jeeds, is lirniited to the intereý-t of his client iii the deeds;
and if bis client is hoiund to deliver upi the <ieedq, bis solicitor cannot:
retain thern for costs due by Lis client, In this case thc deeds in *ques-
tion wvere lield by the solicitor as solicitor for a tnortgagee :the rnortgagor
had pair3 off the uîortgagc andA obtained ý.i release froin the inortgagee, and
clairned to have the titîe deeds delivered up to hirn. The solicitoi refused ta
deliver up the deedis, claiming a lien thereon îor costs due to Iiimi by the
mortgagee for costs of an atternptedl sa!e of the rnortgaged pxoperty ilicurred
orn the instroctions of the nmortgagee. Chitty, J., or<lered the solicitor to deliver
uip the (lee<is and puY the costs of the application. Tt ina he xvell to notice that

tnorder was ruade on a suuuuar *v application in the inatter of the solicitrir; and
burt for the fact that the deeils liaI originally corne to the solicitor's hands as
solicitor for the inortgragor, it w(uld have boen necessary to bring an action to
recover theni.

Pettv. Deapu <1891), 3 'Ch. rý5o, is a diecision of Chitty, J., on oie of thoqe
knotLv points of real property, hich --ose uipon the construction of a will, the


