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ice Leitch: ‘‘Have you any objection to that?”’

voy (counsel for the defendant) : ‘‘None whatever.”’
> was then given by three medical men that the
?’-irfe was incurably insane; that she would never be
‘having been in the Asylum since May, 1911. This
given, of course, on the motion of the plaintift to
on the following took place according to the re-
Leiteh: <“Well, do you think any good purpose
d by adjourning this case?’’

eron: ‘“Well, of course, this last witness says her
d be good ; and the other two doctors only say she
tions. These last two witnesses both say the only
she had was that about voices.”’

Leiteh: ‘“Well, you eannot go on, can you?’’
1: ““T do not see how we ean. I would suggest
he ‘zv’inter assizes at Toronto. She may be all

Leiteh: “With reference to your statement that

“ehd and an aleohol fiend, what was she like when
charges

M: “She was all right when she made those

Lelteh : “In the face of that order that Mr.
and In the face of the witnesses that you have
the Smith and Dr. Foster and Dr. Clair—in
«,«"’?}‘Wnae, I would not keep that charge hang-

b .
I submit we are entitled to an adjourn-

(23 .
1: ““‘I will not adjourn it. If you want to
ﬁ"gﬁ and try it.”’ : s

Ndﬂh I, are these particulars of the 20th
‘elivered, or is the case dead except as to the

,}J;“The particulars in li | ith th
culars of 1907, % e
.«;il, the plaintiff abandons these par-
' ﬂl!lnd his wife were not in Toronto in

: e defence will be confined to the par-



