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EVIDENCE--NON-'AROOHII REGISTERS--SOcIETY OP' FRIENDS-JDIGET OPR:ISTER KEPT B SOCIETY OP RED-CRII
CATIE OP RECORDINO CLERK.

a oter as te next of kmn of a deceased person, in order to prove
inarriages, births, and burials, the eertificate of the entries in a
digest of the registers of the soeiety whieh had been deposited at
Soinerset ilouse under a statute, wvere tendered, and held by
I'ady, J., to be inadmi& ;l as the original registers were in
existencee The registers of the society kept betfore July 1, 1837,
%vhen 6-7 W. 4, c. 26, came into force, werc nlot admissible at,
0ornllll law, but under that Aet oni heing deposited at Somnerset
Iloul,,c they were mnade evidence.

1W rIaL.o S4OCIETY -W~INDING AP E~iN4VLNAyIý-
!OWANCE-ULTRA£ V!RI*4.

lui re Bi'kbeck Reiiefit Biiildlinyi 8'4vkiet) (1913) 1 Ch. 400).
'This was a winding up proeeeding. The Butilding Seiety, in
addition to its authorized btiiess ats a building soeiety. lîad also
earrie(l on the business of baniking and other businesses, ail of
%vhieh were carried on in one buildinig and managed by the saine
board. The Rociety was ordered to he wotund up in 1911, and the
business of hankinig was deeiared to have been ultra vires of the
-sovîety. 111 1903 a correspoiidenee clerk of the soeiety retired
it the request of the society and ivas prot d(sed7 a pension, and ini

tM e lerk in flhe banking business aiso retired at the request
()f the' board and was proinised a pension. Both pensions were,
altly paid up to the making of the windlirng, up order, Both peu-
ýouner.s elaimed to prove as ereditors for the capital v'alue of
ihuir respective pensions; but Neville. J., held that the eurre-
sioiflence elerk's pension wvai a, pîtrely oîtr loac' o
Îouinfed on auvy eontract, aud therefore he could not recover:
Mid that the clerk in the banking businiess. having ben ell)itOyCt
iii a business whieh wvas ultra vires of the' qoeiety, could niot prove,
w-iist 'ýhe asets of the soeiety.

Wnii.-EvisF-TRUST WInldn MIOJIT. BUT DI) NOT IN F.\CT, OF~-
PEND AGAINST RU'LE AGA.INS.T PERP'ETITIIS-RiiE Âc.NST
I'ERPETUITIE-S.

lu r i't7iir. t'aiu v. Faite91 1 C'h. 404. The question
Mu titis case wag whether a dlispositioni ly will offendopd against
i he rutie agairisi perpietuities. The temtat(ir deývised that, uponi bis.


