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tract debts and the question whether dut' %vas payable in Victoria
depended on whether the were simple contract debts. The
Judicial Committee of 'he Privy Council (Lords 'Macriaghten,
Davey, Robertson and Lindley, Sir L.ord North and Sir A. Wilson 1
held that as the transfer impeach--l was complete and botia hide
Èhough -vo.untar%, the -iere fact that it %vas made by the testator
to avoid liabilit% ta duty' ias flot sufficient ta prove an intent to
evade duty within the meaning of the Act whîch in the opinion of
their Lordships strikes at colourabie transactions only and that as
regards the mortgage debts, they w'ere to be regard'ed as simple
contract debÉs, and assets in Victoria, and as such liable ta dutv.

PRACTICE-LAvE TO APPEAL IN FORMA PALPERIS.

Ponae-ma v. Arnmog-am; (1902). A.C. 561. ivas an applica-

tion ta the Judicial Committee for leave ta appel] in forma
pauperis from the Supreme Court ai Ceylon. No provision ivas
made by the Celon law foi appeals in forma paulperis,. [t
hoivevcr appezred that as regTarded the amount involved and the
nature of the case it wvas proper to bc appcaled. leave %vas there-
foie granted as asked.

CANADIAM PATENT ACT-<R.S C c. 61) s. 8-55& 56 VicT. C. 24, s- 1 <1).-
ExFiaY oF PATENT-"1 FoREiJO' P.ATENýT.

Dom inion Cotton M1il/s Co. v. Gceiera/ Etigùoecring,, Co. (1 902)

A.C. 570, wvas an appeai. from the Supreme Court of Canada and
turned upon the construction of s. 8 of the Canadian PatenL Act
(R.S.C. c. 61) as amended bY~ 55 & 56 Vî"ct. c. 24, s. 1 (D.) in n-hich
the Judicial Cominittet (The Lord Chancellor and Lord!; Mlac-
naghten, Davey, Robertson and Lindley,) overruled the judgînent
of the Supreme Cou-t and restorcd that of liurbidgc, J. By s.8
as amended it is inter alia provide(l that " under aîîy circuinstances,
if a foreign patent exists, thc Canadian patent -shall expire at the
earliest late on %vhich any foreigin patent fnr the same invention
expires.' The short point u-'as (10 the words ' foreign patent " in
thhL clause include a British patent ? and Their Lordships hold
that they do.

à%PPEAL-TsTAMETARV CAPAcITrY- 'I?40t: INFL(UENCF.-FIN4DINCs 0F FAcT.

Archanbault v. Archaptbaitli (1902) A.('. 575, 'vas an appel
from the King's Bench for Lowcr Canada. The action wvas to set
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