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This was a partition suit.
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tax, if taxed costs were allowed, and specified
the work done by the guardian in his office.
The charges of the agents of the guardian
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MARTIN v. LAFFERTY.

Service out of jurisdiction— When order to pro-
ceed necessary— Rule 45, 0.7 A4

Held, (affirming the Master in Chambers),
that an order to proceed is unnecessary where
the writ of summons and statement of claim
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