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ReceNT ENGLISH DECISIONS.

of opinion that the deed of the infant,
although voidable, did not need confirm-
ation, but if not avoided would bind her
property, though it did not bind her per-
sonally, and that therefore the settlement
had effectually severed the joint tenancy.

PARTIES—ACTION FOR ACOOUNT AGAINST MEMBERS OF
CHURCH BUILDING COMMITTEE—ATTORNEY-GENERAL.

In the next case of Strickland v. Weldon
(28 Ch. D. 426), five members of a Church
Building Committee, on behalf of them-
selves and all other members of the com-
mittee, brought an action for an account
against a former member of the com-
mittee, and it was held that the plaintiffs
were merely agents for the subscribers to
the building fund, and that the action
could not be maintained by some of the
agents against others, and that even if all
the subscribers were suing, the action

could not be maintained without making |

the Attorney-General a plaintiff. Pearson,
J., observes: ¢ Inmy opinion the plaintiffs
are not trustees in the ordinary sense of
the word ; the members of the committee
are nothing but agents—every one of them
is an agent for the subscribers, and, to my
mind, the notion that two agents out of
three can sue the third for money which
the principal has directed to be paid to
him is an entire novelty.

« But, in addition to that objection, this
fund is a charitable fund, and I conceive
that if all the subscribers were named in
the writ as plaintiffs, the action would
nevertheless be defective, because the
Attorney-General is not here. The At-
torney-General is the only person who can
really represent a charity, and sue on its
behalf, and on that simple ground I must

refuse to make any order upon the

summons,’’

WILL—GIFT OVER—REMOTENESS—PERIOD OF ASCER-
TAINING OLASS.

The case of Watson v. Young (28 Ch. D.

. 436) is one concerning the construction of
a will. The devise in question was upon

trust for J. for life, and after his death fof
his children who should attain twenty-oné
and the issue of any child who should die
under twenty-one leaving issue who shoul

attain that age; but in case there should
be no child, nor the issue of any child ?f
J. who should attain twenty-one, then’ n
trust for the child or children of R. who
should attain twenty-one. There wa$
also a trust to accumulate the rents dur-
ing twenty-one years from the day next
before the day of the testator’'s death
and the accumulated fund was to be held
in trust for the child or children of R.who’
should attain twenty-one. J. died with-

out ever having had a child. R. had si*

children who attained twenty-one. The

youngest of them was born after the eld-
est attained twenty-one, but before the
end of the period of accumulation.

The question turned upon the yalidity
of the gift over in favour of the childre?
of R. It was said on the one hand that
the gift was void for remoteness, because.
it was a gift in case there should be no
child, nor the issue of any child of J. who
should live to attain the age of twenty-oné
which might not happen during a life 17
being and twenty-one years after. On
the other hand it was contended that the
gift over should be read as divisible int®
two altermative gifts, viz. : (1) in case theré
shall be no child of J.; and (2) in case ther®
shall be no child or issue of a child who
should attain twenty-one; and that the
first of those alternative gifts was clearly
valid.  Pearson, J., gave effect to tl?ls
contention, and held the gift over valid
On the question whether the child who
had been born before the end of the
period of accumulation, but after the eldest
of R.’s children had attained twenty-oné
was entitled to share in the accumulation
he came to the conclusion that all child’
ren born before the end of the period ©
accumulation were entitled to share. OP
this point he said: “So far as I cap




