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made on the trial of an interpleader issue is an interlocutory aiid not a final
order.

S'rA'UTB OF LZM!TATIONS (21 JAC. 14; c. 16, 5. 3)-

In Reeves v. Bulcher (i891), 2 Q.B. 509, the sole question was whether the
plaintiff was barred by the Statute of Limitations, 21 Jac. L., c. 16, S. 3. .The
action was to recover money lent under a written agreement, which recite4d an
ari,-.nent for a loan for five years " subject to the power to cali in the same at
an earlier period in the events hereinafter mientioned." The defendant agreed
to pay interest quarterly, and the plaintiff agreed flot to caîl in the rnoney for five
years if the interest were regularly paid ; and it was provided tl;at if defendant
should make default ini payment of the interest for twenty.one days, the.plaintiff
rnighit cail in the princifal. No interest was ever paid. The action was corn-
nienced within six years from the end of the period of five years. Day and Lau-
rance, JJ., held that the action was barred, that the statute began to run from
the earliest periud at which the plaintiff could have sued for the money, viz.,
twenty-one days after the first quarter's interest fell due; and the Court of Appeal
(Lindley, Fry, and Lopes, L.JJ.) affirrned the decision.

None of the cases in the Probate Division r6quire to be noticed herp.

ExPRoPRIATION OF LANiO--LIiAsEHOLD-PURCHASIL NMONSY, PAVMENT OP-REVERSIONER UNKNOWN,

Gedye v. Cominissioners of H. M. Works, etc. (1891), 2 Ch. 63o, though a case
turning to some exterît on the construction of an English statute authorizing
the expropriation of land for public buildings, yet furnishes a principle for the con.
struction of other statutes of a similar character, and is therefore proper to be
noticed here. Certain land, of which the plaintiff was at the tirne in possession
as lessee for an unexpired terni, was expropriated for part of the site of the Royal
Courts of justice. The lease under which the plaintiff held was originally for 300
years, and comprised other lands, and the renital was £5 a year. The expro-
priation was made in 1866, and the terni would expire in 187 P. The plaintiff
and bis predecessor in title had paid no rent for many years, and it was unknown
who the reversioner was; the value of the leascho!d interest was fixed at £500,
and paid to him, and the sum of £705, the value of the reversion, was paid into
court for the party entitled; no dlaim had been made to it by the reversioner,
and the plaintiff, as having been in possession wvhen the expropriation was mnade,
now claimed that the money should be paid out to himn; but North, J., held that
the lease ;not having expired at the time of the expropriation the plaintiff had
neyer been in possession of the reversion at ail so as to 'acquire any titie against
the reversioner ; and in the absence of evidence to show that no rent had been
paid by the tenants of the other property included in the original dernise, there
was no evidence that the reversioner had been barred prior to the expiration of
the demnise; itnd this opinion was confirmed by the Court of Appeal (I.indley,

s Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.).

WXILL- CON SrTAUCToN-GIPT OF INCOME DURIN4O LIPE OR WIDOWowNoo-GIFT OF LRGACIES OUT OF
Op FUN» OU DRATI! OF WIFZ.

In ri Tredwel, 7effray v. TredweII (1891), 2 Chi. 64o, is a decision of the Court


