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R:'oyal Navy as an engineer, and, while attached to a ship, desired ta resign in

Or1der ta accept an appointruent in China. The lords of the adrniralty refused ta

Conisent to bis resignation, and the plaintiff then obtained leave of absence for

three niontbs and left En-land for China, flot intending ta returfi. On bis ar-

iaiat Singapare be was arrested and sent back ta England as a deserter. He

then abtained a hiabeas corpus and was discharged on the ground that lie xvas not

(iOn n the books of anc of Her Majesty's ships at the time of bis quitting En--

witbin the meaning of tbe Naval Discipline Act, 1866; and he then brougbt:

tePrcsçnt action against those responsible for bis arrest. At the tri al before

bnrnan, J., tbe plaintiff -xvas nonsuited, and an appeal the court (Lord Esher,

and Fry and Lapes, L.JJ.) affirmied tbe nionsuit, holding that an officer of

thenavY. cannot resign his commission xithout the permission of Her Majesty,

arld in doing s0 stated that they considered that the decision on tbe hiabeas corpus

Praceedings was erroneaus.

14(GITIMACY, DECLAIlATION OF-CONTESTANT CONDEIMNED IN COSTS OF PETITIONERZ ATTORNEY-GEN-

ERA'L, COSTS OF-LEITIMACY DECLARATION ACT, 1858 (21 & 22 VICT., C. 93), SS. 4, 5,Ii(..

c. 113, S. 33).

Iýi1i v. A ttorney-General (1892), P. 217, xvas an application for a declaratian

0legitin.açy (sec R.S.O., c. 113, s. 33). The petitianer's fatber was cited and

Obtaincd leave ta, intervene, and gave evidence denying tbat the petitiafler wvas

hls dauigbter. Tbe court, bowcvcr, decided on tbe evi'dence that the petitioner

"'as his legitimate daugbter, as claimned by ber, and tbe only question was

WAhether the father could be ordered ta pay*tbe petitianer's costs and also those

uf the Attorney- General., Tbe president, not without doubt, held that he bad

jurisdic tian ta, order tbe father ta pay -the costs of the petitioner, but be refused

rl7akc anv order for costs iu favar of the Crawn.

PRO BATEWI LL--X LCUO ACCORDING TO THE TENDE.

lUtegoodý of Wilkinson (1892), P.27h etti aving, appointcd two

trUstees , of ber wvill, probate was grantcd ta tbemn as bcing executors accord-

1ýQ tO tbe tenor.

PROIATEW[LL-CODII-IT 
IN DATE.

In the goods of Gordont (1892), P. 228, a testatrix made a wi11 in 1887, andi

itenWards, in 1889, she rmade another xvill by Nvbicb sbc revakcd all former wills.

1891 she executcd a codicil, but bv mistake of the solicitor it xvas statcd ta be

cil~ ta her wi11 of 1887. Ahl parties consenting, probate vas ,rnc a b

Will of 1889 and codicil of i891, 0 0 1 itting the reference ta tbe wi11 Of 1887.

PROBATE-ADMINISTRATION-JON 
GRANT TO NEXT 0F KIN AND ANOTHER PERSON.

tn he goods of Walsh (1892), P. 230, antestate died leaving a brother and

tlePbews and nieces, the only persans entitled in distribution. Tbree of tbe

'4ephel and nieces xvere in Australia ;the other six consenting, the court grant-

adMinistration ta tbe l)rather and anc of the nephews.


