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question of the validity of an Act comes be-
fore it, (as it may often do incidentally and in
an unforseen manner,) to forthwith adjourn
the further hearing until the required notice
is served? What if such a question arises at
nisi prius 7 ‘The directions of the judge to
the jury may often be greatly affected by the
question of the validity or invalidity of a
Statute arising in an action. Supposing, in
such case, no notice had been served, is the
trial to be forthwith adjourned, the witnesses
and parties detained, and costs indefinitely
increased, in order that the six-days notice
may be served ?

We admit, if it were possible oF could be
so arranged, that it would be very desirable
that the Crown should be represented on any
argument as to the “ constitutional validity ”
of an Act of either Legislature, but we con-
fess we see no way to getyover such difficul-
tics as we have suggested. 1t would of course
be possible to provide that the Crown should
pay any extra expense incurred, but that is
only a minor detail. We trust this measure
will not be passed without full consideration.

RULES OF COURT.

There is one matter, in which it may be
doubted whether the changes wrought by the
Judicature Act have proved beneficial, and
that is with regard to the power to frame
Rules of practice.

Prior to the Act, the
Courts of law, or any four of them, of whom
the Chief Justices must have been two, had
power to frame rules of practice for the
Common Law Courts, and the Court of
Chancery had like power with regard to
making rules of practice for that Court.

Of course this system which in practice had
worked excellently before the Act, could not
be suffered to continue after the practice of
these Courts had been assimilated. To have
continued it, would inevitably have led very
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