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IUI creating some curious legal puzzleàs. The Act validates marriages
of that kind which had takpn place before its pasing, but pro-
vides that the validating of such past marriagea is net to inter-
fere with rights acquired by reason of their previous invalidity,
In this case a man, before the Act, went through the form of
marriage with his deceasi3d wife's sister, and died before the'
passing of the Act. H1e had children by bis flrst marriage, ancd
aIso by the deceased wife'8 sis~r One of the ehildren of thv

à 1fîrst inarriage having died intentate subsequent to the passing of1
the-Aet, the question for adjudication in this case waR. whether
the issue by the dcceased wife's sister were entitled to share in
his estate as next of kin. with the c'hildrPn of the firgt marriage.
the latter elaiming that they Rlone were vntitieti, and thait they
had sueh a prospýective interest in the' deeeased 's estate as was

~ ~ .saved hy the Act. But WRi-ringtotn, .,. held that the effeet of
the Aet was to validate the marriage as a vivil eoxstraet, and 1t

gî niake the i4sue of it legitimate. and that the is.ene of the' first
inarriage had merely a 4pes 4ueves4ionis p)rior to the Act, he
gave theni no actiial estate or interest siiwh as the Aet intended I-
protect.

ON O AFTER'' A~ SPIIEc:D D.T~-POIJNTO REP.%Y It»-
'ETU RES 1 T- EVIIENC -1 1 .XMSILITY OF IIROSII'E,

TVS~ TO EXPL'AIN' lePUNT(*RFS ISSI'I P1VRSV'ANT TIIEFtFTti-

PROVISION VOID FOR REPPGN'IANCY.

In r( 7'o- wk,1sbiury Gas Co.. Ti sor v. 7'Iu <mnipaa3j (1911) 2
(Ch. 279. The plaintiff s avtion %ves broiight to repover thi,
aïnount of et dehenture which the dPfendîýit eoînpany had o'-
anted ta pav onorîîfteýr .auuary 1. 1 89. Tite clehenture. how-
ever, eott ined the' following pro%'igion. -Tht' dehenture. ta li
paid off will he deterniined hy ballot, and six calendar nionthe'
notice %vill lie given ly the coînpany of the debentures drawn
for payaient.'' The eoinpary ne-ver paid off any delxentures. tior
held any ballot, 11ut Rfter the lst Jannary. 1898. the' plaintiff
eave thte eaaipany six menths' notice to pay off her debýentturt,,
and nt the expiration of the notice brought the' prewent aetioan.
Parker. .,. held that in the events that had happened the prin-
e ipal money speured by the plaintiff's dehenture wag <lue andl
payable, and that if the provision regarding payment of the de-
hentures by ballot. meant that the coxnpany was neyer honnd ta
p~ay off th( dehentuire unleas it eleeted to do iio, it was void for

repflgfllify.


