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diction asserted did not appear with sufficient clearneýss te %
the. issue of an order of prohibition, andi, therefore, in the ex(~
discretion in sucli circunistances, the order should 4e refuseci

Upon tiiese grounds, as weli as upon the grotimd tliat a
motion for prohibition does not lie in the existing ciretmnri
the motion is dismnissed with costs.

CARSON V. _MIDDLESEX MuaILS Co.-FLcoNBRuiG, C.J.
APRIm 12.

ITi'uctz"i-Iiterim 0Order-Term R. -Motion by the 1
for an interixn injunc$ion restraining the defendants froni
mnortg.ged landis. The. motion was heard at the London
Court. F.vo-,IDGE»o, C.J.K.3., ini a written judgmel
that, ini addition to the usuâl teris of an injunction order
plaintiff undertalcing to keep the mill running until t]
oif tliis action, at lus own expense, the injunction should be
until the. trial, and Ieave should bu reserved te the defenè
move te disqolve ini case of default on the part of the jr

Costs of the m~otion to b. costs iu the cause unless thie Jiidg
trial aluould otherwise order. P. H1. Bartlett, fer tAie r,

J.B. Mcilop, for the. defendaxits.

Abix v. Aaui-FAcoNmBRIDE, C.J.K.B., IN CABR-

Parie -JoIinder of Paries and C.au8es of Actin
0?oia-Uilv.-Aeieuby UHester Ash against William

Williamn J. Ash, anci Samuel J. Ashl, to set aside, as fraudu
void as agauxst tiie plaintiff, a çonveyance of lands madi

dfnatWilliami R. Ash te tiie defendant William J. J
A veyanee of landsa made by the. defeudant Willia~m 1R

t.la, dpefpnclnt SAmuai J. Ash: for a declaration that the.


