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& Co. was registered, and shortly after this
the transfer to L. was registered. L. died:in-
solvent, and said company was wound uﬁ\.
Held, that W. had authority to accept the
tranafer of shares from L. so &g to bind the
firm of W. & Co., and that the irregularities
in the registration of the transfers did not af-
fect the liability of W. Co. to call.—In re
Land Credit Company of Ireland. Weiker-
sheim’s Case, L. R. 8 Ch. 831.

3. By articles of partuership it was pso-
vided that upon the death of A., (the partuer
to whom the capital belonged), the share of
B., the other partner, in the profits should be-
Jong to A.’s representatives, who should
carry on the business and pay to B. his share
of the profits up to A.’s death. The business
was carried on by B., who was A.’s executor.
antil liquidation was ordered. It then ap-
peared that the stock on hand was partly the
old stock formerly helonging to A., but prin-
cipally new stock bought by B. Held, that
the terms of said partnership did not.convert
the stock on hand at A.’s death into separate
estate, but that' such stoek was applicable to
payment of the joint firm debts, and that
stock hought since A.'s death was B.'a pro-
perty, and applicabie to his separate liabili-
ties.—Ex parte Morley. Inre While, L. R.
8 Ch. 1026.

See BANKRUPTOY, 2 ; BiLLs aAxp NoTEs, 1.

PARTY-WALL. .

Where & wall was a party-wall to the height
of the first stdty, and above that height had
ancient windows opening to the external air,
it was held that the wall was not & party-wall
above the height of the first story.— Weston
v. Arnold, L. R. 8 Qh. 1084.

PaTeNT.

Upon a decree against a party for infringe-
ment of patent the patentee is not entitled to
have hoth an account of profits and an inquiry
into damages, but must elect which he wi
have.— De Vitre v. Betts, L. R. 6 H. L. 319.
See Neilson v. Betts, L. R.,5 H. L. 1; 6 Am.
Law Rev. 94. i

PAovyMeENT.—See EVIDENCE, 2.
IPEERAGE. —See SETTLEMENT, 4.
AL’ ENALTY.

A dock company incorporated by statute
agreed to purchase certain land for £400¢,
half payable upon the execution of the'sgree:
ment, the remainder on a certain fdature day.
The sgreement provided that if the sggoxgd
moiety was not pail by a certaip day, 1
which respect time should be of the essence @
the;contract, it should be Jawful for the yend-
ors to enter and repossess themselves of their
former estate without any obligation o repey
any part of said sum which might have been
paid to them. ~Held, that the above :stiptilé-
tion was in the natprpe .of a2 pena)
which the company would be relieved on pay-
ment of the residue of the rpniehue-mouq

remaining unpsaid with.in yggt._—,(nrtpﬂﬁz, vl
ham (Thimes) Dock%fmzx‘ parte Hulss, L
R:18Ch. 2022 - - -
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PLEDGE.—Se¢ EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTERA-
TORS, 4 ; MORTGAGE, 2 ; PRIORITY, 1

PoRTION.—Se¢e DEVISE, 6.

PosT.—Se¢ LETTER.

Power.

Shares were held in trust for a woman for
life, and after her death as she should by deed
or will appoint. The trustee and the woman
joined in a deed of transfer of the shares to
herself, Held, that the power of appoint-
ment was well executed. —Marier v. Tommas,
L.R. 17 Eq. 8.

See DyvisE, 2 ; SETTLEMENT, 2.
PREMIUM, —Sec PARTNERSHIP, 1.

PRINGIPAL AND AGENT.—S¢¢ BROKER ; INsUB-
ANCE, 2.

Purority.

1. IL. deposited title-deeds with his bankers
to secure advances, gnd agreed to execute any
deeds necessary to carry out the security. Sub-
sequently, when about to be married, the in-
tended wife directed her solicitor to prepare
the necessary settlement. The solicitor as ed
L. if the title-deeds of his land were in his
possesgion unincumbered, and L. replied that
they were, but were at his bauker’s. ‘The’so-
licitor thereupon prepared the settlement
whereby the real estate was to be settled upon
trusts for the wife and issue of the marriage ;
and after the marriage L. conveyed the land
upon trusts accordingly. He¢ld, that the wife
had constructive mnotice of the mortgage to
the bankers, also that L.’s contract to ex-
ecute a legal mortgage gave the bankers a pri-
ority over subsequent purchasers without no-
tice.—Mazxfield v. Burton, L. R. 17 Eq. 1p.

2. §. sued out an elegit upon a judgment
agdinet a railway company. The company
subsequently filed a scheme of arrangement,
which was confirmed by the court, whereby
Mortgagevs of the railway were to be paid by
certain debemtures preferred in payment of
interest over other stock. Held, that 8. was
not bound by said scheme, but that he could
not cleim a priority over the holders of said
debentures.on the ground that their mortgage,
which was a charge prior to the elegi, tad
been discharged. —Stevens v. Mid-Hants Ruail-
wmy Co. London Financial Associabion V.
Stevens, L. R. 8 Ch. 1064. ‘

PysLic PoLicy. —See CONTRACT, 6.

RaiLway.

1. 'The court ordered an inguiry as to d{zm-
where a railway company had sexencised
its siatutory powers carelessly in congtruoting
its railway. —Biscos v. Great Easiens Bailway
Ce., L. R. 16 Eq. 636. Do
. The H. railway company was emy wered
'bygshhite'io makféxa. jm{c?t’igp with Péle' G.
railway at B. ‘The plat@n:;gn ritﬂﬁpag company
obtaiged by agreement rufining powers over
BRI by e foagl B, VKo plaint.
tiffs then, by agreement with the H. railway,
\obtained the right to.usethe H. railway ; the
. its linein vepeir and.pro-




