
deceased. She is entitled to compel defendant, after the
expiration of one year from, the dcath of David Fendal, to
proceed to admnnider the estate and make the proper dis-
trîition thereof. If any proccedings are takcen eigainst de-
fendant in rgard to the estate of D)avid Fendal, the defen-
dant sliionld- 'gi\e notie to niainitâtil Plinti is entid to
coscts 4f the acti out of the estatei, ;iý aanthe defendant
as amîsrtr

CA1WîWÎI1U lT, 31ASTEUi. <)T( iiER :î i S, 1903.
CHIAM BERS.

TAYLOR v. TAYLOR.

ti'riI of Srs-SbttudSrvc-tinby IPers,, Se, v<d ta

An order was made for ýusnbtîtted serviee of the writ of
suinmons oii a solicitor, who, on hcing served, tnîoved to $et
aside the service,

WV. J. Elliott. for the appllicant.
il. 1). Ganible, for 1 >bintitl; o1jected that the applicant

had 1o IoclUs stalidi.

TUE M-TE.Mr- Eiot(jt reliud on ThePoneanan 4
P. 1), 19,and Youing \. I)olilnion Construction co, 19
P.l. 19. A oniside(-ration of the mnaLter leadls ine to the
conclusion thlat thc obýjection nmuist be ustiî Tho case
in 4 P'. D). s feui tlave been KehhUe mn the montàs, 1111( no
obýjection was mnace that the applicants had no statu. Them
report; oF the case ini 1) A. R. is nisleading. 'Phu original
papers hlave heeni sent to) mle, and frumui these it appears thiat
the mlotion was mlacle on be-hallif tilte delenidamits and nlot olf
the soiliciors. It înay le tima the applicatio i the 1>mn-
er&tlifl was mnade in the saine way.

[Hreeece to Hetaslip v. H1easip, unreported; Martiin v.

Mlartin, 3 B. &7 Ad. 937; ileloniald v. Crombie. 2 O. R.
243, nt p. 244]J

Wbhile it inay stil luc open Yo defsudamt hereaft-r tn inoye
against tiu! order in questéi and any roednsfoiuded
ther-eon, I do luit think thlat thie applicamit iiý entîthod to do1
go, when lie exrsl egatives anly prufe-ssional rielat ionsliip

WiLhi the defendant.. .


