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Appeal (Lindley, Smith, and Rigby, L.JJ.) refuised to grant
leave to appeal on the ground that since the judgment sought
to be appealed from had been pronounced a statute hýad beefi
passed which had altered the Law in favour of the applicanlt's
contention, and was retrospective in its operation. 'Ihe Court
held that the Act was flot intended to affect ju(lgments givefl
before it was passed.

TENANT FOR Li FE-REMAINDER- MAN -AYMENT 0F CHARGE ON INIIERITANCE BY

TENANT FOR LIFE-PRESUMPTION OF INTENTION TO KEEP CHARGE ALIVE-~I>AR-

ENT AND) CHILD.

I ri' Ilarviy, IIarviy v. Ifobdlay, (18 96) 1Ch. - 137, a te.stator
by his will devised certain real estate then sub)jeet to a mort-
gage, to his widow for life, with remainder to his childrefl.
Out of the rents of the property the widow paid off the mort-
gage, and she having (lied, her executors claimed to be en-
titled to a charge oni the property for the amounit so pai(l on
the mortgage, so far as it represented capital. It was con-
tended on 1)ehalf of her children entitled in remainder, that
.owing to the relationship existing between them andl the
tenant for life, she must be l)reshlfle to have l)ai(l off the
mortgagc for their benefit. Thc Court of Appeal (1LindleY,
Smith and Rigby, L.JJ.> came to the conclusion that the
ordinary presumption that a tenant for life who pays off a1
charge does so with the intention of keeping it alive, iS not
rel)utted by the simple fact that the relationship of parent and
child exists between the tenant for life and the persons eni-
titled in remainder, and beyond that there were no 0 ther
circumstances in the present case. The (lecision of KekcWich,
J., to the contrary was therefore reversed.

COPYRIGHT-DESIÇ.N--INFRIN<,EMRLNT-PATENT, DESIGNS ANI> TRAI)E MARKS ACT'

1883 (46 & 47 VICT., C. 57), s.(6o; (R.S.lC., C. 63, S. 22.)

flarper v. WrigrIzt, (1896) 1 Ch. 142, might, perhaps, be
considered another proof, if proof were needed, that thc
supposed infallibility of Judges of first instance on questions'
ot fact, does flot rest on a very sound foundcation. In the
present case, the simple question at issue wats whether or flo)t
a stove manufactured and sold by the defendants was al, il"
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