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WVill-Atc!ion fo Set axidci-M1o1io, for !a-nt iIjvicfieio
Restrainiin Ereu tors front De<dîng u'ith Ett-vd c
Motion by th(- plaintiffs to continue an injuuction granted «ex
parte bv BRrTTON, J., restraining the defendants f rom dealing
with the estate of Thomas Thornplson)i or- taking proeeedîngs
unider the letters probate. The Iearned ('hiîef Justice said that
the naterial filed on behaif of the plaintifrs disclosed a ve-y'
w-eak, case. With the exception of a statemient oni hea vsay a lleged
to hiave becit made by a Minister of the osewho did flot hlm-
self miake an affidavit, the only i'cal material wais what was con-
tained lu the affidavit of a medical praiýýtioner, who said that he
vunitgd the testator ofi the 22nd -Ma ' last-the wvi1l havilig hein
made on the 2Oth May. The doetor ':il veril 'v belicve that
the said Thomas Thompson was flot caipable of mnaking a wîll
oni the saîd 22nd day of Mav." Hie did iil swear that, in is,,
opinion, the testator was not capable of minii-ig a will on the
2Othi. li other words, the C4ourt was usked to drajw an inferencev
wich the deponent . vidently did flot vuntur-e to draw. it ivas
NWOrn1 ini the affdavits filed by the defendants thant the doctor
visited the testator on the l9th; and it euned strýange, that this4
fact was flot rnentioned in the doctor's affidavit. It Iooked asI
though these omissions were desîgnedly mnade; but the affidavits
were drawn in a very 8lovenly fashion. For example, thte pn
tiff -Alice Thom pson wais made to iiia in he afldavit that 'Il
arni one, of the above-mled deedns" Motion adjournecd
until the trial, the injunetion not bcing continued ili the 111va1n-
time. ('osts of thiis motion to be costs in thei cause to the di-
fendants in any event, unle8s the Judgc at the trial Nhouldj other-
irise order. W. J. McLarty, for the plaintiffs. John Kinjg, K&,.,
for the defendants.


