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Channeli, JI.) that the Act did not apply to the Crown or its
servants, and therefore that the conviction of the defendant must
be quashed, there being no evidence that the defendant was
personally liable on the -round of nuisance or improper perforin-
ance of his dutv.

WILL-CoN.s-RUCTION-CHAT-TELS REAL- RIENT CHARGIE NSSUING OUT OF LEASE-

HOLD)S-.iSTESTAcy-N EXT 0F KIN ESTATE CHARGES ACTs- (R.S.0., c. 128,

s. 37.)

in te Fraser, Lipz/,ler v. Fro'ser (i 904) i Ch. 726. An appeal
was brought from the decision of Byrne. J- ( i04) i Ch. 111 (noted
ante p. i90), on wvhich a question flot discussed before Byrne, J.,
was raised. By~ the wil I in question made in i886 the testatar
gave ail] his personalty. except chattels real to his executors in
trust, and he gave ail his real estate and chattels except what he
had otherwise disposed of by his will wo his brother absolutd-v.
In April, i S98, the testatar entered inta a contract for the purchase
of a rent ch'arge issuing out of Ieaseholds. In lui:,'. i S9S, the
testator made the last ai seven codicils to bis w~il], in this codicil he
stated that his brother v;'as dead, but he did not revoke the bequcst
ta, him or the general bequest of personaity. The testator died in
August, 1898, the purchase money for the rent charge not having
been paid. Thc question was raised before the Court of Appeai
whether the exception of chattels real had not been made from the
general bequest ta the executors of the personal estate merely for
the purpose of the bequest to the 'urother %v'ho had predcceased the
testator, and therefore as the specifie bequest ai the chattels real
had failed, whether they did flot fali into the general bequest af
personalty. but the C- jrt (Williams, Stirling, and Cozens-H-ardy,
L.JJ.) dleclined to accede ta that contcntion, and lheld that the
exception of the chattels real wam good for ail] purposes. and con-
s(cquently t}iat as ta them there was an intcstacy ; and they
affirmed tne judgment of Byrne, J., that the rent charge v.as a
chatte] rcal and passed as on an intestacy, anti that the next of k-in
must take cum onere anti werc bound to diseharge the iînpaid
purchase money.

TRADEMARK-FANcy woRD -TAiiLoiD.

In IVe//corne v. T/wrnpsoz (1904) 1 Ch. 736, it w~as hcld by
Byrne, J,, and the Court of Appeal (Williams, Stirling and Cozcnls-
Hardy, L.JJ.) (Stirling, L..J., dubitantc) thpt the word "Tabloid
is a fancy wvord, and therefore a good tradc irark.,

M.


