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conset-thle neemsary license 1to do0 business in the Provi
having also been produced.,

*The more regular course, no doubt, was to 'have amen
the writ of sumnnons and stateinent of claim as soon as the t
for any further appeal front the judgment of the 16th Janui
1911, had expired. That judgrnent, however, confirined
order of the 22ud Septeinber,.1910, which liad mode the exp
ai ion coinpany a party plaintifr, and the omission ta
proînptly on the part of the plaintiff's solieitors (as now
pliîii(1) is flot a groiIn for setting aside the statement of cL
aind for niul]ifying the -deeisions of the Divisional ýCourt andè
thev Court of Appeal.

.it would have been better if the plaintiffs' solicitors
mnoved for an order under Con. ulie 353, and had also pr,
otisly iniforined the other aide of the reason of this delay of so
whlere about two years. Therefore, whi]e the stateient of eli
may, be properIy validated as of this date, it wouild sem 1
that thec question of interest on any suins the plaintifr may i:
înaely recover be left open to the trial Judge or other tribu
to N, deait with, as in the similar case of Finkie v. Lutz,
11R. 4416, if it appears right so to direct.,

The vosts of the motion wiIl he to the defendant in any eve
avd te triail should üertainly not be any longer devlayed, as
ierest on the suaiis elaimed is nearly $9,000 a year.

MIDDLETN, J. ARC1I 4T11, M~

lVit-Castucton-Lga Iost ehw awd Niecs adf
$tra~er-$uscqentDirection Io Divide Mitid aPm

"the Aforesaid HII(Irs' -M eaiig af "Hleirs"-lies riej
to Nf'phcws anid Nieces.

Motion for an order dletýriinig a question arising upou
%%iIl of Lydia Phbillips, deceased.

j. il. Spenice, for the executors.
G. Il. Kilmier, K.C., for nephlews and flieces of the testat,

leýgajtees under the will.
w. A, Lewis, for other legatees.

MIDDLEI'ON, -J. :-Thie question arises withi respect to the
lowing claulse, 111 also give and bequeathl to the following 1


