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Diczst or ExoLisa LAw REPORTS.—CORRRSPONDENCE.

4. A testator gave instructions to his attor-
ey to prepare his will, with particular direc-
On8 ag to his residuary personsl estate. A
Was drafted in which the word *‘real”
Was inserted instend of ¢ personal” in the
R"‘i_‘lﬂry clausd, by mistake of the attorney,
and in that form the will was signed. Held,
t the alleged mistake could not be correc-
.~—Harter v. Harter, L. R. 3 P. &. D. 11,

. 5. A testator made a will and codicil refer-
to the will by itsdate. The name of the
®Xecutor appointed in the will was written
‘;F‘)n an erasure. Held, that the declaration
£ the testator made before the execution of
he codizil that he had appointed said person
Damed in hig will his executor was admissible
‘l'} evilc)lence.—zn the Goods of Sykes, L. R. 3
. . 26, ’

3; A testator executed a will in 1866 and a
¢odicil thereto in 1871. In 1871 he executed
;wm revoking all other wills and codicils.
ln 1872 he executed a codicil to the will of

886, concluding, *“1 confirm the appoint-

ent of my son as executor of my will and
¢odicil,” “Held, that the will of 1866 was
Tevived, fut not the codicil of 1871.—In the

ods of Reynolds, L. R. 3 P. & D. 85.

7. A testator in a fit of delirium tremens
destroyeq his will. The pieces were preserved
3nd the testator subsequently observed that

e mugt, have been insane when he destroyed

e will, and that he would make another.

eld, that there had been no revocation of
37(’-' will.—Brunt v. Brunt, L. R. 3 P. & D.

. 8. A testator born in Ireland, but domiciled
Spain, executed a will in England, and
8everal codicils in Spain, and a further codicil
' England, confirming said will in whatever
1t dig not, clash with the codicil, which was
u be considered as the testator’s last will.

eld, that the Spanish codicils were not re-.

Yoked.— I the Goods of De La Saussaye, L.
3P.&D. 42

See AppoINTMENT ; CHARITY ; CLASS;
ConpiTioN ; EsToPPEL; EVIDENCE;
Livrtation ; ProBaTe; Trust; IN-
DIRECT INFLUENCE ; VESTED INTEREST.
Womm‘
L 1 c
“ E°‘?~' 10 abide the event.”—See CosTs, 2.
« 2078, —See LEGACY, 1.
“ nidy.” —See INSANITY.
o fPhews and Nieces."—See DEVISE, 1.
u specs“kness, .”’—8ee INSANITY.

Yfically.” —Bee DEVISE, 8.
W’nu.

The defendants were a Scotch railway com
Y, having no part of their railway in
Enxlfmd, but having running powers over an
Oglish ‘railway to Carlisle. A writ was
) ed at Carlisle on the defendants’ booking
erk, who had no power beyond that of issu-
= tickets to passengers, and who was the
e.V officer of the defendants in England.
com? that the writ was not served upon the
10ea P20y —MacKereth v. Glasgow and South-
Railway, L. R. 8 Ex. 149.

CORRESPONDENCE.

Administration of Justice Act, 1873,
discussed.

To THE ED1TOR OF THE CANADA LAW JOURNAL.

Sir,—The effect of the Act respecting
the administration of justice is exciting
observation in legal circles. It seems to
me that one almost inevitable consequence
of the increased equitable jurisdiction in
the common law courts given by the Act,
and which . has been referred to in your
valuable journal, will be to send into those
courts a large amount of additional work.
The temptation will then be very great
to transfer all matters that savour of’
equity to the Court of Chancery, unless,
indeed, there be some increase of judges
at Common Law. It is becoming more
evident at every Assize (and was notably
so at the Fall Assizes in Toronto), that
the present judicial strength of the
Queen’s Bench and Common Pleas is in-
sufficient to overtake the vast develop-
ment of litigation, which is the legitimate
result of the exceeding prosperity of this
Province. It is in my opinion necessary
to add some members to the bench of both
Common Law Cgurts if the legal business
of the country is to be efficiently dis-
charged. This necessity will be still more
urgent if the Common: Law Courts ear-
nestly undertake and endeavour to make
practically beneficial the large equitable
powers entrusted to them by the Act of
last Session.

Yours, &ec.,
BARRISTER.

To THE Ep1ToR OF THE CANADA LAW JOURNAL;

Sik,—I have read with interest, some
excellent articles in the Canada Law
Journal, on the Administration of Justice
Act, 1873, I also noticed some timely ob-
servations on the Administration of justice
in Toronto, in which prominent notice
is given to a suggestion, to have separate
concurrent sittings of the Civil and
Criminal Courts of superior jurisdiction
in Toronto.

The great objection to my mind is the
want of a sufficient number of Judges.
With an adequate number of Judges
there would be no practical difficulty in




