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Hedd, ais, that under ail the cireunist4neles the execîttr
naîned in the will aced resonably in defending the action and

zý_ âh.reisting the appelé , and lie wus therefore entitled to charge the
eetate for hk; cotte.

Davis, K.Cl, for appellant. A. E. MoP&ilUiPs, K.C,, and
~ )Ii*temonfer respondenta.

SUPREME COURT.

Fuil t2OUIt.j 8,SKAITOJtbEW.N LA.ND Co. v. hsEuzDity.

Action coiiiieticcd in. wrang let.b-judic.ial i~fot-r.fe-

* Y PThe decision of Scott, J., reported ante, vcl. 40, p. 47, was
uverruied by the Full Court, which held in effect that the eon..
weiuenient if an action in the wrong subjudicial distriet waUI
a nullity and flot au irregularity, and the judge was wrong iii
rnaking an order to transfer it.

Seott, J.] I3sulop V. SCOTT. Lah

Coitract-Place of pebrny~-Cnrc ci orrespondence
-Tender of deed rendered untnecesary-Complet ion cf
conftract.

This was au application by the defendant to etrike out the
writ of suinrnons and for the disallowance of ail the proeeed-

* ings in the action on the ground that it was not one in whieh
an order forservice zout of the jurisdiction, undpr s. 18 of
the JudicatuAre Ordinance or otherwise, should have belen
made.

,P In hbis statement of claim. the plaintiff, who resides in
'M' Edmonton, alleged that the defendant, who resides in Ilarnilton,

Ont., contracted to Bell to him a lot in Edmonton npon certain
terms, and thit the contract was made and concluded by corre-

ej spondenee between the parties by means of letters, the plain-
.M ~ tif'ali being written and postad at Edmonton and those of the

defendant àt Hamnilton, Ont. The plaintiff claimed dainages


