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for by the dedant ad die dfnatsson. Tl]( will wa-

drawl) 1)y thineca mani who attended( the testator.

The piainitiff's ailegation was thiat thie defendanit was the con-

fidlenltil ad viser- of thev testator, thiat the testator- Nas wQI

fle teinfue of the devfenidant, and acted without incje.

Thle trial .Judge cainle to thle conclusionl that thle doumlett
exetdwas revally vnot the will of tdeces

Aftvr a rcv'ivw of the vidne thev iearnied J udge said the

leitteN probate wvere prixniâ facie evdneofteax nar paiy

alli 0hat thle onusý was or) the plainitiff, the punsonl attac9king the.

will: Badenachi v. Iniglis (1913), 29 0.L-R. 16.5, 172, 189. if t-he

virclullstaflees werv suchi as to Shift the omis to the deofenldant, he

hiad S-1tisfled it. Th'Ie testinmony of the 11nedicai manl whlo de

will put it heyvonde doul>t that thle testator wscomlpetenit to gv

sufficienitly definlitu anid exilintruIctions for the wlI; that he

dlid o;ai thiat it was drawNv inl a-cordance withl hus inlstrulctiOMn

'lhlen. was,, nloinlg Ii the evdneto dead( to anyv reasLonabIe

coniclusioni that the defendant hlad sUciluec 0-'e' thle tsa
Swudae nbehiim to e) sa or compel1 thle testator to

tuakev a wilI ikot iri accordancie withi his owni views or ineni)s, a

thlat hev souight to use; or dil uise any\ such inifluenlce omer im iii 

connlectioni withi the will Ter was no evdnethat thec d4efoen<o.

ant procuredvi the will 'to be( nmade or thiat it wvas other tItan tle

voliuntary. aet of the testator.
Tlhe documlentl propolnddi h)y the defendant shiould be uhet

as Uice triu iast wNili all te stamnt of the testar.

Thevre slholld ble ao c'osts (if thle trial, but the plainitiff shoujd1(
pay thle costs of thev appeal.


