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A CJo. wua registered, and shortly afteribis
the transfer to.l. was registered. L. died in-
solvent, and said Company was wonnd 'li.
Held, that W. had anthority Wo accept th
transfer of shares from L. s0 88 Wo bind the
firm of W. & Co., and that the irregniarities
in the registration of the transfers did not af-
fect the liability of W. Co. to call.-In re
Land Credit (Joýpany of Ï1reland. Weiker-
sheim's Case, L. R. 8 Ch. 831.

3. By articles of partnership it was pso-
vided that upon the death of A., (the prtuer
to whom the Capital belonged), the'shàre of
B., the other partuer, in the profits should be-
long to A. 's representatiyts, who should
carry on the business and pay to B. hi shaare
,of the profits np to A. 's death. The business
was carried on by B., who was A. 's executor.
sintil liquidation was ordered. It tien ap-
peared that the stock on hand 'vas partly the
.old stock forinerly belonging Wo A., but prin-
cipally new stock bought by B, Held, that
the term8 of baid partnership, did not couvert
the stock on hand at A.'s death into separate
--state, but thati sncb mtock was applicable Wo
paynient of the joint firma debts, and that
,stock h)ouglit sine. X's death wa8 B.'so pro-
perty, and applicable Wo his separate liabili-
ties.-Ex parte M[orley. In re Wlate, L. R.
8 (Ch. 1026.

See BÂNicRUPTOT, 2 ; BILLS ÀND NOTES, 1.

iPARTY-WALL.

W here a wall was a party-wall to the height
of the first st**y, and above that height had
ancient windows opening to the external air,
Iwas heUd that the wall wau iot a party.WaUl

above the height of the firist story.- Weston%
v. Arnold, L. IL B Oh. 1084.

YATENT.
Upon a decree against a party for infringe-

meut of patent the patentee is flot entitled to
hbave both an account of profits and an imqûiirY
into'daimages, but tnst elect wvhiteh he will
have-De Vitre v. Betts, L. R. 6 H. L. 319.
See Neilson v. Bett8, L. R.,5 H. L. 1;6AP
Law Rev. 94.

PAYmE>.-Sce EvIDENCE, 2.

l'u~ns~s. SSiLrrLncpNT, 4.

A>'ENALTY.

A dock comnpanyincorjýorated by gtatute
agreed to purchase certain land for £400(4,
h:f payable upon the exécution of theiew
ment, the remnainder on a certain'friture day.
'Plie agreement provided that if the 9e9'ond
nioiety w>as not paid by a *certaý1 àaY, in
which respect tiine shionld be of thée essence of

t~e;ontrcti shou.ld be lagwfpl fpr tI4e yý4
ors to enter and repos8ess them.iselves of their
foriner eprtpte -withbiut an-y Db&igation 40 nePq
-my part of said aun which might bave been
paid to thent. Hell, that-ýthe'oabove st5itI1
tion was iii -t4e A4FlIe of1 ýa .PçW4 ' >9
which the .company would be relreve on Pa7-
muent of the residue of the h e ~ '
reinaining unpaid with.lçr-m i cJi~

Jr<em (ThamesD)c Jo parte 11M
M,~II 8%.1,42

PLEDO.-,SU EMEOUToRS "&D ADMNIrÂà
TUES, 4 ; MoRTGÂGE, 2 ; PKIOJ-TY, 1.

POUTios.-See DEVIS;z 6.

POST. -Se LErTTER.

Shares were held iii trut for a woman for
life, and after her death as she should by deed
or will appoint. The tru'atee and the woman
joined in a deed of transfer of the shares to
herseif. Held , that the power of appoint-
Ment was well executed. -Aarler v. Tomma4,
L. R. 17 Eq. 8.

See DE%, s, 2 ; SETTLEMENT, 2.

PBEMIUM.-See PÂRTNERSIII" , 1.

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. -See BaoKER ; INsug-
ANCE, 2.

Px<îORITY.
1. L.,deposited titie-deeds with his bankers

to secure advance8, ýnd agreed to execute axqy
deeds necessry to .carry ont the security. Sub-
seqnently, when about to be married, the in-
tended wife directed her solicitor to rpree
the necessary settiemnent. The solicitor asked
L. if the title.deeds of bis land were in hua

POSsession unincumibered, and L. replied that
they were, but were at bis baukcr's. 'The'so-
liC-itor thereupon prepared the settiement
whereby the real estate was to be settled tupon
trtuts for the wife and issue of the marriage ;
and aftej the marrile L.* conveyed the land
UPOfl truts accordingly. IIeld, that the wife
had Constructive notice of the mortgage to
the bankera, also that L.s contract Wo ex-
ecute a legal mortgage gave the banicers a pri-
ority over subsequent purchaseFs without no-
tice. Maxfe1d v. Burton, L. R. 17,4q. ýi

2. S. oued ont an elegit upon a judgment
against a railway comapaliy. The companày
subsequently filed a seheme of arrangement,
which was confirmed by the court, whereb.y
mortgagees of the railway were to be paid by
certaini debentures preferred. in paynient of
ifltt'est over other stock. Held, that S. was
flot bound by said scheme, ýbut that he tonld
flot eloima a priority over the holders of eaid
debentures-on the ground that their mortgage,
which wu a charge prior Wo the eleqit, fhad
been 4lisotarged.-wSteeifl v. Mid-Hante Rail-
tmse Co. London Financial AssecaWOf v.

Sieven, L. R.,8 Ch. 1064.

P1tUBLIC PoaCy. -Se4 CONTRACTI 6

RAILWAY.
a. The court ordered au n quiFY asW damn-

ae -where a -railway cornpmfliehd. ;eýe.ised
lIEl statutory powers carelsly in cntutn
its railwa.y. -Boe3 v. Gaa Eaaem BaihWaii

Lo, . R. i6 Eq. 636.

MiTe 'fi. I¶ailway çompany we!ýpou>"'
1ýy'statýte - o makè a ýnxuceioi' wthi 'the -G.

rai~a~ t R.?hepiaintiff rk<lkaj coinpany

iebainedth * kt to.ýuo*e~t U. raihvýy ; the
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