
ENGLISH CASES. 301i trusitees were bound te aceamulate that interest and add it te
the capital or whether they might apply it to the maintenance
of the lady during the interval between her .- aarriage and her
attaining her majority. Farwell, L.J., held thpt they might,
and that the maintenance iclause did not shew a. "contrary inten-

tion"' se as to excinde a. 43 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881.

ADMINISr'.TION - CEENITeRa' ACTION -REPIESENTATIVES OF
DECEASED EXECtITToR-TRUJSTEE---DEvASTAVIT---PAYMENTS TO
BENEFICIARIES SIX YEARS BEFORÉ ACTION-SrATIUTE op LiMITA-

TIONs-,TRusTEE ACT, 1888, (51-52 Vîcr., c. 59) s. 1 (3)>
S. 8-(10 EDW. 7. c. 34, s. 47 ONT.).

I% re Blow, Governors of Bartholomei's Hospital v. Camh-
deu (1913) 1 Ch. 358. This case serves te deal a somewhat un-
expeeted blow te the rights of trustees ta plead the Statute of
Limitations. The action was by credito:-s fer the administration
of the estate of a deceased person, the defendants being the sur-
viving execu or and the representatives of a depeased executer,
and the beneficiaries te wiloi the estate had been distributed;
the plaintine claiming as lessors. The estate of the deceased
had been distributed among the beneficiaries mnore than six years
before -etion without any proviB.on being made te meet future
iabil'ies under the lease except that the executors teck a cov-
enant from the benefPeiaries te indemnify theni against claims
under the lease. The executers pleaded the Statute cf Limita-
tions, 51-52 Viet., c. 59 (sec 10 Edw. VIL., c. 34, 9. 47 (Ont.)).
Wiirringtcn, J., who tried the action, held that the Trustee
Limitation Act did net apply (1) becanise the action was not
one te recever money, (2) that if it were, the dlaim sought te be
reeevred was ne u ewih"e isting SIatute of imiiita-
tien'' applied.-With ail due deference te the Iearned jiulge, it
itlpears to us he lias taken toc narrow a view of the Act, and
that the reasons he bas assigned are éconclusive, an& for our
part we prefer the view expressed hy Moulton, L.J.. in La.cons v.
l'ooiwll (1907) 2 K.B, 350, 364, frein which the learlied jucige
dissents.

Ta.xLEa UNIcN-EXPTLSION OP MENIBrR-TRADE UNION AC'T, 1871,
(34-35 VicT. c. 31) ss, 4, 6, 13-(R.S.C. c. 125, S. 4)-
TaAýDE DIqPJTES ACT, 1906 (6 EDNw. VII. c. 47) s. 4--
PARTIES.

P>arr v. Lancashtire & Chesh ire M1iners' Federatio-ýt (1913) 1
Ch. 366. The conimittee of a trade union passed a resclution to,


