Monthly Law Digest and Reporter.

appellaunt company and the local gov-
ernment, second mortgage bonds were
to be issued with the intercst (non-
cumulative) dependent on the yearly
earnings ; then, by a law passed to
give effect thereto, the bonds were
freated as half-yearly bonds with in-
terest contingent on half-yearly profits ;
then bonds were issued in terms of the
agreement and not the law ; and then,
by a certificate of the loeal govern-
ment, the bonds were erroneously cert-
ified to be according to the law :

Held, in a suit by the holders of the
said bonds to expunge certain items
debited against the half-year’s income
to the prejudice of the claim for half-
yearly interest, that, reading the agree-
ment and the law together, the inten-
tion was that the acecount should be
taken at the end of each year and not
upon the footing that there was to be
a vest at the end of every half-year :

Held, further, that costs of issuing
the bouds could not be charged against
inecome to the prejudice of their hold-
ers ; and that, with regard to the ex-
penditure on stores, the amount charge-
able to any one year must be regulated
by what is fair in the interest of all
concerned. Jamaice Railway Company
v. Attorney-General of Jamaica, 1893,
Apyp. Cas. 127,

Bovcorr—See Trade Unions 2.

BrROKER—LOAN TO BANK—See Banks
and Banking 2.

BUILDING ASSOCIATION — See Com-
panies 7. .

BUILDING SOCIETY.

MEMBER—NOTICE OF WITHDRAWAL
—ALTERATION IN RULES A¥TER No-
TICE AND BEFORE PAYMENT.

The plaintiff was the holder of four
fully paid-up shares in a building
society. By one of the rules of the
society a member on giving one month’s
notice in writing might withdraw his
shares. The rules also provided that
they might be altered by a majority of
three-fourths of the members.

The plaintiff gave the requisite notice
of withdrawal ; but after such notice
and before he was repaid the above
rule was altered by giving the directors
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power to pay off in priority members
holding less than £50 in the society:
Held, that although the plaintift had
at the date of his notice of withdrawal
under the rule then in force a vested
right to be paid the amount due on his
shares, he being still a member of the
socicty, was Jiable to have this right
divested by a subsequent alteration in
the rule duly made, and that he was
therefore bound by the altered rule.
Pepe v. City and Suburban Permanent
Building Society, [1893] 2 Ch. 311,

BurpEN OF Proor—See Carriers of
Passengers 4,—Negligence 4.

CARRIERS—SEE ALSO RAILWAY
Comp. 2 (GooDS) —STREET RLy. Co. 2

OF GOODS.

1. FREIGHT CHARGES — Wno LiI-
ABLE.

‘When the vendor of goods delivers
them to a railroad to be carried to the
purchaser, though the title may pass
to the purchaser by such delivery, and
the name and address of the consignee,
who is the purchaser, may be known
to the company, the vendor is pre-
sumed to make the contract for trans-
portation on his own behalf, and is
liable for the freight, but such pre-
sumption may be rebutted byevidence
showing that it was understood that
the consignee should pay the freight.

An employeeof defendants, who had
sold ice to one H, told the agent of a
railread company that there was a car
to go to him, without further instrue-
tions., The company billed the car to
H via conneecting carriers. No bill or
receipt was given defendants, and the
freight charges were made to H by all
the carriers, and bilis for freight sent
to him.

Held, sufficient to show that it was
understood that H, and not defend-
ants, should pay the freight. Union
Freight R. Co. v. Winkley, Supreme
Judicial Court of Massachusetts, May
19, 1893, (Central L. Journal.)

Field C. J. The plaintiff is the secondin a
liue of three connecting railvoads over which
the ice was transported, and the freight due
to the first two roads has been paid by the
last. We assume, without deciding it, that



