
English Cases.

WILL AID CODICILS -INCORPORATION.

Elyre v. EYre (1903) P'. 131, was a probate suit arîsing out of

the testamentary papers left by a deceased person. There wvas

first a ,vill made in 1894 and a holograph codicil in 1898, both duly
executed and attested. In 1902, a codicil was drawn up b>' a

confidential clerk of the testator, who assumed erroneously that

the will previously executed was in the terms of an incomplete

-draft, dated 1897, handed to him by the deceased. This codicil

vwas duly executed and attested. The testator saying, "This is a

!codicil to my last will." There wvere sorne terms in this codicil

vhjch applied to a wvill in terms of the draft Of 1897 whicb %vould

be inapplicable to the wvill and codicil f 1894 and 1898. There a

no evidence that the testator had ever in fact executed a wîll in the

terms of the draft of 1897, although the testator affirmed that he

had. Bucknill, J., 'vho tried the case, decided that the draft of

1897 must be rejected and that the ivili of 1894 and thec codicils of
1898 andi 1902 were atone ta be admitteci to probate.

*CUSTODY 0F CHILD-PATERNITY-EviDE5-cb..

Gordo'n v. Gordon (1903) 1). 1.41, is a sornewhat notorious

divorce case in which the custocly of the child of the mnarriage xvas

in question. The civorced wife swore that the chîld wvas the child

of b.erscif and her paramour, although boni ini vedlock but

jeune, J., held that sexual intercourse betwcen inan and wife must

be presurned, and nothing except evidence that the husband did

not bave such intercourse at thec pcriod of conception can bastardize
a child horn iii wvdlock.

HEARINO CAUSE IN CAMERA.

D. v. 1). ( 1903) P. 144, wvas a divorce case iii which the evi(Ience
was of a filthy character, and the question was raised haîv far the

court ha<l jurisdiction to hear the case in camnera. After argument

jeune, R>, ctermnined that the court hadl jurisdiction so ta order
whercî er the interests of justice appeared to require tliat course,
and lle accordlingly made tlue required direction iii this case,

MORTOAGE --ClýOC ON REDEMPTION-0I'TION TO PURCITASE NIORTC>,AOsnI

PROPIERTY.

In ,arrali Tipnber Corporatlion v. Sa;n nel (1903) 2 Ch. i, the
Court of Appeal (Cullins, M.R., and Rainier, and Cozenis-
Hlardy, L.JJ.) have amrrnmed tlîe decision of Kckewich, J., (1902)


