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ing ail trustees and executors. The charges in question were
therefore disallowed.

A»MINISTIt,ÂTION-CC'¶qTx-ý,GZý'± LIABILITY 0P ESTATE-RESER VA-
TION OP ASSETS TO ML-ZT CONTINGENT LIABILITIES-PARTLY
PAI» SHARES-SUMMARY APPLICATION.

In re King, Mellor v. Sou&th AustralUan Land Mort gage Co.
(1907) 1 Ch. 72 was a summary application te the Court asking
for a declaration of the Court that the personal representativt
of a deceased person waa entitled to distribute his estate aDlong

contingent liability in respect of certain partly paid shares inth baeiire ihu eevngay mt etapsil
company belonging to the estate. i2he conipany was notified, but
Neville, J., held that it was not conipetent for the applicant to
rriake them parties te such an application, but he held that the
applicant might obtain the necessary proteetmcn iii administra-
tion proceedings and he gave the necessary leave to ainend and
apply again. At the saine tîme he expresses the opinion that
the Couirt would probably not direct any reservation of assets
to meet such a liability where there was ne personal liability on
the part of the executors cf the deceased in respect of the con-
tingent cdaim.

WAIY-EASEMENT-DVISE-APPRTENANCES-COMMION OWNER
-SVNEBDVS- rE-.FEAEETLSS0 IE
13Y CI1ANtUE IN MODE OF USER 0F EASEâIET--INJUNCTION.

r: Mi1crX~ &fe Co. v. (ircat Northern mn City Ry. (1907) 1
Ch. 208 was an aetion by owners of an easenient, to restrain its
ime hy co.owners in a way flot contenîplated. The facts were
biietiy aq follows. A testator in 1832 devised several freehold
houses "with theji' appiirtenances." They were adjoining
houses and had been built býy the testator each cf them being
partly a warehouse and partly a dwelling. They ail comrmuni-

etdwith a passage, whielh waq a cul de sac, and which ran
along the baeks of the houises into a side street, and this pasiage
had always been used by the occupants cf the houses. T 'hf
testator did net devise the passage or make any express grsnt
of it to his devisees or any persen. The plaintiffs had beeme
cwner cf one cf the heuses, and the- defetdanta had beeme own-
ers cf some cf the other homses hhrher up the passacie than the
plaintifsé' house. These houseq the defendants had converted
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