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If it had been left to her for hier separate use, it is admitted that it would flot have
bcen within the covenant ; does the Act have thc effect of making it property to
heu separate use, so as to prevent it froin coming within the covenant ? If sec.
5 had been the only section . . .the covenant of the husband could not have
touched the property; .. but then we have sec. I9 (K. S. . C 1 32, £- 20),
and we cannot hclp saying that it excepts from the Act everything %vhich would
interfère wîth the settlement, and would prevent the covenants contained in it
from opcrating. The 5th section does interfere %vith the settliment. But for
that section, the settlement would have given the property to the trustcs to bc
settled for the wife and children, and to say that in the exclusion of this propcrty
from the settiement, it does flot interfèec with the settlement, is not a construc-
tion that can bc scriously entertained."
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A RIVAI. COMPANY.

In Mittee v. Easternz and Mid/and Rai1îvayý 6'o»palty, 38 Chy. D. 92, the
Court of Appeal (Cotton, Lindley and Bowen, 1.jj.), afflrned a decision o)f
Chitty, J. The action ivas for an injunction b>' a sharcholder of the defendant
company to restrain the company from preventing the plaintiff from taking a
copy of the entries in the company's register. l'he plaintiff was in the service of
a rival company, and the stock lie held in the defendant company had been given
him by the chairman of the rival company, to qualify him to attend the mecetings
of shareholders. The defendant cornpany were \villing to permit the olkLintiff to
inspect the register, but refused to permit him to 1-ake copies of the enitries.
Chitty, J., held that the fact that the plaintiff was seeking to serve the interests
of a rival company, did flot disentitle imi to obtain the assistance of the court
in enforcing his statutory right, and be granted an injuniction, and the Court of
Appeal held hoe was right.

AukREIýNFN'17 lOe.NTER INTO \VEEE I VTI TIM)ki PARTY.-1)ANIAES.

In Postep, v. 1,1/iee/er, 38 ChY. 1). 130, the Court of Appeal (Cotton, Lindley
and Bow'en, L.JJ.) affirms a decision of Kekewich, J., 36 Ch>'. D. 695, noted tinte,
P. 73. Foster, the plaintiff, wvas lessce of a house, the lease for which was about
to expire, and entered into an agreemnent with the defendant wvhercby she agreed
within seven days thereafter t,% enter into a binding agreemnent with the lplaintiff's
lessor, for a lease of the prernises, and upon such Ibase being grranted the plain-
tiff agreed to surrender his terni. The defendant having refused to carry out
the agreement, this action wvas brought by the plaintiff for specific performance,
or in the alternative for damages. Kckeowich, J., gave judgnient for damnages, to be
ascertained by reference. From this " iudgmenit the defendant appeaied, contend-
ing that the agreement wvas invalid for want of consideration, but the Court of
Appeal held that the plaintiff's agreement to surrender his terni was a suffcient
consideration.
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