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I think that the po1icev in question i a \;ild iIic in fiff
force and effect, and binding on doiet-iants, ami tha;t liv the
poliey plaintifT4 have been fullv iinsuroed axidoinenified
against claims for loss or dainage to >uili propuirtv a, de-
filnrdants have power to insutre.

Action disinissed withi costs.

ANOLIN, J. MAci 24rii. 1905.

TRIIAL.

WALL v. WALL

Di.airilbution of Esta1c-n(fr ilacyi-Nert of Kin-.t lion four

Action for administration of estate of Catherine Wall. ami
for an injunetion restraining defendant fromn dealing viîth or
disposing of sucl-i estate.

R?. R. TRlbertson, Stratford% and J. J. Cotugliin, Strt-
ford, for plaintifT.

S. C. Smoke and W. M. ('larlton, Brantford. for dle-
fendant.

ANGLIN, J. :-Plantîff is a nephew of Cathierine Waîll,
m'li died intestate at Brantford on 19th March, 1903. Die-
fendant who asserts that she is the daughter of the intestate,
wasq granited, letters of administration to her estate in April,
1903M. Plaintiff asserts the illegitimacy' of defendant. anid
thiat hie is sole next of kmn of the inteýtae,. ami sceks a u-
nieut for the administration of her esatean an injiinction
reýstriingii dlefendant from dealing withi or disposing of iiu-h
estate. There-( is 110 caim mnade that the letters, of adînis-
tration shouild lie set aside.

Thie disiiiyof mneh of the evidenee addueed lv
plaintifrs was quiestioned. Upon evidenee wbieh is, 1 think,
clenrly ' unexceýptioniable, 1 arn compelled to find that it has
bee etalihe thiat Catherine Wall, the intestate, was never
married, and that defendant is her illegtimate child. 17he

relaionhipof plaintiff to the intestate, as alleged liv himi, I,
find to be suifficientlyv proven; but the evidence does not satis-
fy nie that ie is the sole next of kin of the intestate.


