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in their deed provided that the property %vas granted subject ta a
charge for the payment of an), money which the persona! repre-
sentatives of the testator are liable to pay." The dev'isees having
sold the property, the purchaser claimed that hie %vas etititlcd to ail
indemnity fromi the vendors against the above mentioned charge,
and the question %vas accord ingly -;ubmnitted to Kekewich, J., under
the Vendors and Purchasers Act, and lie held that the purchaser
was flot entitled to any indemnity, on the grounid that a purchaser
froin the devisees for value, andi %vithout notice of debts, %vould
take the land free from any liability for the debts of the testator.

FRIENDLY SOCIETY -POLICY OF FRXES'DLY SOCIETV NOT ASSIGNA1ULE TH

WISE THAN 13Y N4'AYV NOMINATION.

In re Redmait, W'arta/n v. /x'dinai (190 î) 2 Ch. 471, the right
to a policy iîsucd by a friendly socicty %vas ini question. It wvas

claimed on the one hand by a person Nv'îth %vhoin it had been
deposited by the insured, as security for a loani, and on the other
by the exccutrix of the insuredi. No nomnination had been made
by the insured in favour of tlic alleged assignee, and Kekcwich,J.

h.,,following Caddick, v. I-iiteni, reported in a note to this case,
that the alleged assigý,niment was inoperative, and thiat the executrix
%vas entitled ta the fund sec R.S.O. c. 2c., s. 15 1 (3), 1 Ed. ~,c.
21, S. 2()

CORPORATION SOLE-REcroR-Po%ývEa TO IIOLf PERSO.NLTY-.MORTMNIý,-

IRRoEC»LAR INV'ESTMNIIT OF FLNX) BEI.ONGING TO CIIURCH IN LANO)- 13

ELIZ., C. 10, s. 3 -OTICE-TR'ST,

Power v. b'anks (190o1) 2 Ch.- 487, may be bri'cfly noticed. The
facts were as follovs : A sum of money irivested in stock %vas by
Act of Parliament appropriatcd for thc maintenance of the rector

of a chiurch. The stock %vas subsequcntly redecmed, and the

redemption mnoney paid ta the rccb)r of the church for the time
being, H-e, %vithout the concurrence of his bishop, anid %vithout

obtaining any license to hold in mortmaini, invcstcd the money, in
the purchase of grounid rents. He resigned, and transfcrred the
property ta hîs successor, one Hare, his heirs and assigns. H-are zï»
subsequently.. with his grantor's concurrence, sold the land, and
received the purchase money, whicb hie misappropriated; his
successor, the present plaintiff, claimed ta be still entitled ta the ýÉU
land so sold, notwithstanding the sale. Cozens-Hardy, J., how-
ever, held that hie was flot entitled ta succeed, on the ground that j


