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CURIRNST EN&LYSi -CASES.
COVENANT'TO SETTLS AFTF.'R-AÇQULfRRI PROPPERTYýSXVERANCE OIP JCINrTT?4ANCy,.

Ifrd Hewett, Heu'e-tt V. Jfewet, (1894) 1 Ch. 362, a lady on her
marriage, in i88o, exceued a& aettlem ent whéreby she and lier
husband covenanted to settle the %vife's after-acquired pro pertý'.
In 1883 the wife became entitled to an intere3t as joint tenant
withi others under a will. Had the settiement of x88o the effect
of severing the joint tenancy ? was the question presented for the
decision of North, J. He helci that it did, and considered it
clear that Ilany agreement to sever made by a joint tenant, if it
binds the parties, if it is made for valuie, is just a3 effeetual as if
the intention of the parties expressed in the agreement had been
actually carried out by a conveyance of the property."

BUILDING SOÇIETY--DISSOIX'TZlýON-PRIORITY 0F PAYAIENT 0FC MEMI5ES.

In I3aritard v. Toinson, (1894) 1 Ch. 374, a building society
had been dissolved, and the present action wvas brought by a
memnber against the trustees for the purpose of determining the
rights ingter se of different classes of tmern»)ers. Under tb2 miles, it
was provided that memnbers mlight withdraw by giving one
month's written notice to the directors, but if more than one
member should give notice to wvithdraw at one time they should
be paid in rotation. Some members gave notice of Nvithdrawal
before the instrument of dissolution wvas executed, and it was
held by North, J., that, notwithstanding the dissolution, the\-
were entitled to be paid in priority, accord ing to the dates of their
notices:; and that such notices, having been given and rnatured
before there wvas any intention of dissolution, Nvere validly givenl.

PAiUNE~H!P-ECEPT F quARz OF 'F!-IL51PANtISPLAi
ENIFLoYED IN L'USINES-CONVERSI0.

Davis v. Davis, (1894) 1 Ch. 393, although a decision under the
Partnership Act, r89o (5_ý & 54 Vict., c. 39), Yet appears to be
worth consideration, inasmech as that Act is, we take it, in the
main, but a codification of the prior existing lawv. The question
was wvhether a partnership existed, ard North, J., held that under
the Act, just as before it, the receipt by a person of a share of the
profits of a business is priima facie evidence that he is a partner in
the business, but this is not to be regarded as a prestimption whicli


