
236 Canada Law journal.

CHARITY-BEQUEST FOR GFNERA!. CHARITABLE PIJRPOSES-OJECTS 0F CHARITY

NOT DEFINED--DiSP0SITI0N 0F FUNO BEQUEATHED FOR CHARITABLE PUR.

POSES-SCHEME 0F CHARITY-SIGN MANUAL.

in --e Pyne, Lit/ey v. Attorney-Genera/ (1903) 1Ch. 83, a
testatrix hac bequeathed 2 fund for such charitable purposes 2.s
rnight hereafter be set forth in the codicil to her will. She died
without mnaking any codicil, and it wvas held that the bequest'was a

j;valid bequest for general charitable purp3ses. An application
was then made to Byrne, J., to determine wheier the disposition
of the fund was te, be carried out by ineans of a scheme under the
Court, or by the King by warrant under the Sign Manual. The
learned Judge held that the fund wvas subject to the disposition of
the King by warrant under the Sian Manual. Query as to the
proper authority in Canada to execute such regal, powvers?

e Semble, the Lieutenant Governors.

CONTE MPT-ATTACHNIE.T-SERVicE, 0F ORDER.

LIn re Seal (1903) 1 Chi. 87, an application wvas mnade to attach
solicitor for not delà eini a bill of costs pursuant to order. The

order wvas made on1 3rd July, 1902, and requîred deliverv of the
*bill within fourteen davs fromn service. This order wvas served, but

by an order made on 5 th August, on the application of the
solicitors, the tirne for delivery was extended to AU-U.St 26th.
This order %vas not draint up. The application wvas to attach for
flot dclivering the bis pursuant to the orders Of 3rd Jui), an( 5tl

.~ ~ August. By'rne, J., held that the motion must fail for %vant of
scrvice of the order of 5th August before the time thereby limiited
had expired, and that it was necessary for the applicants to get out

anewv order limitin- a further tirne before they uould be in a
position to, apply for an attachment.

NUISANCE-RIGHT OF PLAINTIFF TO SUE FOR INTERFERENCE WITII PUBLIC RIGHT

-- ATTORNEY-GENIER.&L WLERE INjNECESSARV PARTY- PA RTEç-PRAcTi cE.

B<yce v. Paddington ( 1903) 1 Ch. i o9, may be bricflv refcrred to
as it involves a discussion of a point of practice, and Bucklecv, J.,
rea$frrns the rule that a plaintilf suing for an intcrferencr. Nitli a
public righit xieed not join the Attorney-General as a party
plaintiff (i) wherc the interference complained of involves also an

j ~interférence with some private righit of thc plaintiff, or (2) whlere
no private right of the pflaintiff is involved, but he iii respect of biis


