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groundprobate ontlie of a will the ofproceeding sot asideIn a to non-resi-
testator, judge approvedpresumedmust that the thethe it be whodence of

county,an inhabitant of the orthe testator was lastfound thatinstrument
; ifat time his decease and thehad therein the of will washe estatethat

form, presumedis that there no contest as toproved in it also wascommon
probate.its

personal propertycountyprobate of a non-of theof within whichThe court
will,approve althoughjurisdiction and histo allowis situated hasresident

probated in the of hisbeen state domicile.the instrument has not
pen-rightas of to of thea are not entitled noticeThe of testatorheirs-at-law

will; probateproceeding probatedency of his and itsa for the withoutof
genuineness validityprevious and thethem is conclusive of the ofnotice to

uponais as result of direct attack it.until it theinstrument avoided
neglected seasonablyto ana testator have takethe heirs-at-law of“Where

will,appeal of failedhis and have to file within thefrom the allowance
probate form, theypetitionby a in cannotlimited a for solemntime statute

uponexceptproceeding originala set decree someto aside themaintain
conscience,againstground renders its execution and ofsubstantial which
fraud, accident,availing bythey prevented from themselves orwhich were

mistake, auy wrong part.negligence theirunmixed or onwith
begunprobate bybarred if afterAn to aside the of a will is lachesaction set

unexplained delay years thean more than twelve from date of the decreeof
attacked.

Appeal, of ofa decree of thefrom judge probate Belknap
K. will and theto the of Albert Tilton’scounty relating probate

of Factssettlement his estate. agreed.
1841,in in and there untilThe testator was born Tilton resided

Denver,War, removed Col-after the Civil when lie tothe close of
March,orado, untilMs residence was thenceforthwhere legal

1888,of in MarchHe ill in and1888. became the early part
Tilton,brother, Laconia,II. in withto the home oEMscarne Janies

cousin, a Mm.from visit to Hethe latter and a their returnupon
hismuch of Ms estate. Soon afterwardhere personalbrought

elub-honse, forin a Mmof the occupied byfurnishings apartments
house,home, and thea were taken to Ms brother’sseveral asyears

at Ms brother’s housewere vacated. After remainingapartments
in fora Massachusetts treat-several weeks he went to sanitarium

death, 19, 1891.ment, and remained until his Maythere Upon
hetbe court ofdue before Belknap county,proceedings probate

1888,in and Janies waswas decreed to be appointedinsane Slay,
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him.over James the trust andaccepted acted asguardian guar-
death.dian until Albert’s

Denver, 9, 1884,made a will atAlbert October him-describing
effect,of that it he intherein as city. Byself one half ofgave,

nieces,to his fivehis defendants and another nieceproperty —the
deceased, James,the halfother to hold innow to andtrust—and

brother, sister,a aincome tothe Mrs.'George, and a.pay Knight,
niece, or such of them as should be atMary Knight, hisliving
decease, survivor;their lives and the life of the andduring upon

survivor, inof the to thethe death to^pay principal equal portions
nieces as should thenthe five be Hesuch of nominatedliving.

will.of the andJames as executor Mrs. diedGeorge be-Knight
testator. the and of theMary,fore the fiveplaintiffs, niecesone.

Thechildren of Mrs. are notplaintiffswere mentionedKnight.
in will.the

towill was the court ofThe presented probate Belknap county
James, June,inand was allowed common form in 1891.. Inby

of the willfor the allowance Albert was describedthe aspetition
Laconia, inestatehaving Belknap county.late of James was-

executor, bond in that and furnished angave capacity,appointed
the estate as law.byof The estaterequired consistedinventory

Colorado, $26,440,insituated valued at andestateof real personal
$184,576.39. Theat allvalued was inpersonal propertyproperty

intaken there Albert when hecounty, part by wentBelknap
in whilethere, James asbyand Jamespart acting guardian.

decease, 15,until his March 1894.executor Heacted as thepaid
$80,000 trust,and aset like sum for thenieces asapartfive pro-

will. The executor of James’ will ain the settled finalvided
of withthe administration Albert’s estate theof probateaccount

November, executed,,1894. Albert’s will has beenin fullycourt
$80,000of that was inthe sum of thepossession trusteeexcepting

inof 1903.the death More thanMary Knight September,upon
of this fund was in main-$40,000 of the income theexpended

in ofthe one of the Theof Mary family plaintiffs. princi-tenance
$80,000,fund, is in athe of trusteepossessionthe appointedofpal

James’ death.after
1891, James the court of Den-countypetitionedIn September,

Colorado, the and allowance of Albert’s willver, for and forproof
to himself. The wastestamentaryof letters petitionissuethe

and he a bond as andexecutor returnedsame day, gavegranted'the
Colorado,real estate situated in whichof the wasinventoryan

death, anAfter James’ administrator dethe court.byapproved
there, who the administrationcompletedwasbonisnon appointed

1898,October, finalestate, in settled a account thereofandof the
notice,after due and was from the trust.dischargedthe courtwith
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ofdescribed as a residentIn Albert wasall these proceedings
thetliereafterwardNew ShortlyBelknap county, Hampshire.

sold, toand the were dividedreal estate was accordingproceeds
will.of thethe provisions

were thanare heirs-at-law of Albert. moreTheyThe plaintiffs
death, were then or sinceof at the time of histwenty-one years age

and and ever since have beenunder no were thendisability,legal
1904,In filed with theresidents of theyJanuary,Massachusetts.

of have the ofcourt a toprobate Belknap county petition probate
will and all thereunder set' asideAlbert’s subsequent proceedings

revoked, inand and will the court Col-the turned over to proper
orado, on the that the court had nocountyground pri-Belknap

of such and.mary subsequentjurisdiction probate proceedings,
because Albert’s residence and domicile at the time of hislegal

dismissed,indecease were Denver. The was and thispetition
is from the decree of dismissal.appeal

The offer to that home andAlbert’s resi-plaintiffs prove legal
dence, from the time of his removal to Denver to the time of his
decease, there; 1888,were that in the of and for aearly part

thereto, insane,time he was and was to Newremovedlong prior
and ofhis brother cousin on account his andbyEngland insanity

treatment;for that at no time his didafter removal he possess
mental sufficient to make an election of Laconiacapacity as his
residence; that had no inhe New when heproperty Hampshire

Denver;left that his andbrother cousin a of hisbrought portion
came, it,when lie for the of onproperty along purpose protecting

treatment;account of his mental condition and removal here for
and that the received and hadno notice no ofplaintiffs knowledge
the or of the relative to theguardianship proceedings proceedings

material,of the will. If these facts are are to beprobate they
infound at a the court. The laws ofhearing superior probate

Colorado aare of the case.part
The defendants moved to the and thedismiss appeal; questions
lawof the facts and motion were transferredarising upon foregoing

term, 1904,from the November of the court Chamber-superior by
lin., J.

Plummer,Jewett for the plaintiffs.

Foster,Mitchell for the defendants.

Chase, J. exclusive,of haveJudges probate original jurisdic-
tion of the of wills and the settlement andprobate distribution of
the estates of deceased Const., 79; S.,persons. 182,art. P. c.
s. 2. their courts have no andAlthough thejury areproceedings
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“law,to of common arenot the course the to beaccording they
on theas of to whichjurisdiction subjectscourts generalregarded

relate, and entitled to all the in favor ofarethey presumptions
are in the of otherwhich allowed case tribunalstheir proceedings

more as are now madethey by■of jurisdiction, especiallygeneral
¡statute 600, ;N.of Stearns v. 51 H. 609­Wright,courts record.”

120; 182,Fisk, 110, 119, S., e.N. H. P. s. 1. AsKimball v. 39
of' who shall have ofprobate jurisdictionto the judgeparticular

case,a in a it is thatof will it shall beprovidedthe probate given
“the in which the was lastthe for deceasedcounty personjudge

inhabitant; if such were not an inhabitant thisan but ofperson
“ instate,” be for which suchit shall the judge any personcounty

S., 182,P. e. s.had 8.estate.”
will was theK. Tilton’s to ofjudgeAlbert presented probate

a thebyaccompanied signed byfor Belknap county, petition
therein, for its andnominated praying probate alleging,executor

substance, was an inhabitant of that andin that Tilton last county
the. at the time of death.had in his Thesecountyestate allega-

thethat the had'' of of thejudge jurisdiction probatetions showed
will, residence and his inreason of Tilton’s estateboth by having

Theof his death. could not declineat the timethe county judge
theto act without theviolating dutyor upon petitionneglect

law his Inhim and official oath.by disregardingimposed upon
itthe is obvious that he had toauthorityupon petition,acting

determine,determine, the factand must ofjurisdictional questions
laid at the threshold of theverymentioned. They proce-above

of incourt was one to thejurisdictiondure. As his general respect
wills, he assumed of the ofand as jurisdictionof probateprobate

inwill and to and allow it com-proceeded approvethis particular
form, that he foundit must be that Tilton was lastpresumedmon

or had inthat he estate the atof the county, countyan inhabitant
decease, or that both these thehis facts existed. Astime ofthe

form, must thatin common it also be presumedwill was proved
S.,as to P.contest before the court its probate.nothere was

584;; 17 N. v.Huntress v. H. State185, Effingham,s. 6­ Rye,c.
368; 35; Otis,N.68 H.Ela's v. 71H. Wilson35 N. Appeal,

Scott, 16, 17;483; v. 128 Mass. v.McFeely StanleyN. H. Safe
; Jones, 311;Co., 450­ v. 1487 Md. Col. VanfleetCorriganDeposit

At., 60 et 637.ss. seq.,Col.
record,in the thoseto the facts appearing includingAccording

to Tilton’soffer personalwhich the property—plaintiffs prove,
in athis entire estate—was Belknap countytenths ofninenearly

decease, been taken therehis previously bjrhavingthe time of
for and Thehis protection.and preservationhimself guardian

fact, thatthis nor there was anynotdo question allegeplaintiffs
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to thatin removal of theor the propertydone attemptedwrong
donehand, to that it wasoffer proveother theyon the•county;

loss, mental con-in view of Tilton’sfromthe propertyto protect
the circum-to be done undera prudent thingdition, certainly—
itself,there, in ofand gavesitus of theThe propertystances.

of the ofprobateof the county jurisdictionofthe probatejudge
in To that extentdomicile was Denver.will, if Tilton’seventhe

andcourtof the affirmativelyappearsprobatethe jurisdiction .does
not upon presumption.depend

willlaw that thenor the commonstatute requiredNeither the
domicile; itin state of his befirst the mightbeshould probated

later, ifin his domi­and Colorado evenin this state firstprobated
O'Connor, 215;68 N. H.Tilton v.in latter state.was thecile

397, cited; InCase, and authorities re50 N. J. Eq.Gordon's
“Estate, a will detained a253. Where is by26 Wash.Clayson

forcourt, cannot it probate,so that the produceproponentforeign
admissible, ifas much so as it werethereof isevidence■secondary

Admin., 221;s. 98v.Loring Oakley,1 Woern.a lost will.”
Hartt, ;; N. Y. 19­ Robertsonv. Pick­267, 269­ Russell v. 87Mass.

608, inIf the Colorado was maderell, 610. probate109 U. S.
will,of the as seemsof a certified copy probable,theupon filing
and thehave there raised questionappearedthe mightplaintiffs

in under similardomicile, was done this state circumstances.asof
Parker, H. 481.56 N.Stark v.

in form was at commonwills common customaryofProbate
in this state ever since thelaw, and has been practiced beginning

515, 516; 1Smith N. H.here. (N. H.)of governmentorganized
206,105, 815. The statutes ofLaws (Batch, earlyProv. ed.)

no tostate contain theand special provisions relatingthe province
that matter to be controlledbut leave thebyform of probate,

1842,inof the statutes itlaw. the revision wasUponcommon
be in common form thea will proved uponthat mightprovided

if itsone of the witnesses wasprobateof subscribingtestimony
contested, it be done without cita­and that previousnot might

S., 157, 6; lb.,interested. II. c. s.to thetion and notice parties
not the155, 1. do commonmateriallyc. s. These changeprovisions

substance,and, ain are still ofthe thethey partlaw on subject,
187, 6; lb., 185,S., c. s. c. 2.P. s.law of the state.statute

not boundare the decreebyThe say they judge’splaintiffs
will, of theno notice wasproceedingthe becauseallowing given

were of its Thisand they pendency.to them ignorant proposi-
entitled to notice the as ifthat were same thetion assumes they

of theto the course commonlaw—had been accordingproceeding
Thethat is erroneous. which asserttheyan rightsassumption

are forbut existencewholly dependentnot contractualare rights,
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ofand distributionthe descentthe statutes forprovidingupon
statutes, arethe rightsof deceased theseestates persons. Bythe

that theabsolute, but are to the condition precedent,not subject
andnot devised bequeathed.of the deceased isestate person

deceased, not“The estate ofThe statutes read: real every person
“ adescend,” etc.; estate ofdevised, . . . shall the personal

distributed,”deceased, . . . benot shallbequeathed,person
196, 1, of aS., 6. ss. 6. real and estateP. The personaletc.

a will dulydevised and bequeathed bybemaydeceased person
ofexecuted, and notice to the heirsand without citationproved

to an heir’sthe condition attachedtestator. virtue ofthe By
him offormal notice to theit be defeated withoutmayright,

for itsof the proceedingof a will or of the pendencyexistence
unreason-not to beThe of notice does appearomissionprobate.

learn of thethe heirswhen it is considered that ordinarilyable
occurs,it and that theirafterdecease of the soonveryperson

ascertaintoand them promptlyinterests urgestronglynaturally
situation,nature, extent, of his estate. Theyandthe disposition

arethe and reason-the death of party,are upon inquiry byput
theirall facts rightswith notice of concerningably chargeable
v. Kingsley,Starkeywould learn inquiry.that they upon diligent

Jackson, The293, 294; Conn. 81. plain­N. Johnes 6769 H. v.
theofto notice of the pendencywere not entitled as oftiffs right

will. It fol­of thein for theBelknap county probateproceeding
considerations, thethat plaintiffs’ posi­from thelows foregoing

notice isof Tilton’s will without previoustion that the probate
voidable,it isAt most onlyas to them cannot be sustained.void

it. Nicholsattacka of a direct uponand voidable as resultonly
110,Fisk, 117.298; 39 N. H.Smith, v.v. 26 N. H. Kimball

ofandavoided, validityit is conclusive of theUntil genuineness
517, ;Perkins, N. H. 518­187, 1; 3S.,will. c. s. v.Strongthe P.

Harris, 26 N. H.116, 117;Allen, Merrill v.v. 6 N. H.Bryant
Goodell,284;Tilton, 273, Simmons v.142; 31 N. H.Tebbettsv.

584;Railroad, 88 N. C.See, also,N. H. 458. London v.63
Waddill,762; 33 Ark.Whitehead, v.Tucker v. 58 Miss. West

; Cal. 591.v. 72Kearney,575­ Kearney
of athe decreeattackmethods a direct uponTwo of making

An fromstatute: appealof are byprobate provided (1)judge
decreeafter thedecree, thantaken not later sixty daysthe to be

the200, to haveS., pro-s. and amade c. petitionis (P. 1), (2)
afteroneform, within yearin to be filedbate re-examined solemn

of187, If in aS., c. s. proceedingof decree. P. 7.the date the
“confirmed, andthe will pro-notthe latter kind the isprobate

methods wasLb., of theses. 8. Neitherbate shall void.”be-
the latterand effect ofnaturethe but thepursued by plaintiffs;
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themethod, questionshave an uponimportant bearingespecially,
law, an interestedAt common party mightthebefore court.

form, inof a will com-in already probatedsolemnobtain probate
theof a time to formerform, subsequentthe longmon after lapse

Norris,in v. 2 Ph.said'WynneWilliamSirprobate. Hoffman
“ there is time whichknow that any specific230: I do notEcc.

it not donesaid that could be afterIt has beenalimits party.”
Barber, See,4 N. H. 406.v.of Noyesthe thirty years.lapse

393;;s. 69 1 Ex. Am.also, Will.Ex. ed.)Schoul. (3d ed.), (7th
law,Admin., of216. In this state the courts weres.1 Woern.

aof will after a oflapseto a second probate longreluctant require
it.reasons fortime, substantial They grantedunless there were

but held them strictlyre-probate,no to parties seekingindulgence
inwere sometimes astuteand discoveringto rights,their legal

Norris, 2 Ph.v.for the applications.reasons denying Hoffman
230;Weeks, 224,2 Ph.230; v. Ecc. MerryweatherNewellEcc.

547,802;Turner, Blake 3 Curt. Ecc.Ecc. v. Knight,v. 3 Curt.
have enactedIn of the states statutes been limiting553. many

aan for bewithin which second probate maythe time application
Admin., s. 215 and note. In this state such an1 Woern.made.

“1814, noin which it was that hear-by providedact was passed
will in solemn beof form shallanyfor the granted,ing probate

state,sustained, before in thishad, or courtanyor by probate
next offor within six after theyearsunless probatepetitioned

Laws, 1815,ed.will in common form.” 170. This actsaid p.
1822,the law's inin force until the revision ofcontinued probate

anit was enacted that interested should be entitled topartywhen
will, notice,of a made without re-examinedthehave probate upon

to the of that no suchprobate,judge “providedapplication appli-
shall be sustained unless within one frompreferred yearcation

nor anof the if suchthe time from hasprobate, appeal probate
Law's, 1830, 357,ed. s. 8. the enact-been Uponprosecuted.” p.

1842,in thisment of the Revised Statutes wasprovision changed
form:to interested be tothe shall entitledfollowing “Any party

will,of hashave the which been withoutprobate any proved
re-examined,notice, will inand the solemn form beforeproved

of at time one of probate,the court within suchprobate, any year
if no from such has been thebeforeappeal probate prosecuted

S., 157,c.R. s.court.” 7. This was a of formsuperior change
Harriman,Stewart v. 56 N. H. The25.merely. only change”“ “made is the substitution of shallsince for be entitledmay

to,” S., 187,in the first line of the P.section. <:. s. 7. These
which,statutes also contain a if anseverally inter-provision by

ested was disabled from hisparty reason ofprotecting rights by
coverture, States,absence from the Unitedinfancy, imprisonment,
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want mentalor of lie shall be entitledcapacity, to have the pro-
atbate re-examined time within twoany years, formerly,—one

the Laws,year latterly, 1815,is removed.disability ed.—after
Laws, 1830,170; 358, 2; S.,ed. c. 157, 9; S.,R. c. s. P.p. p.

187,e. s. 9. itThus thethat of anappears interestedright party
to the of a will inhave commonprobate form re-examined and

inthe will solemn form is limited inproved duration to one year
inafter the or case ofprobate, one after the dis-disability, year

is removed. theability statuteAlthough present does not declare
“terms,in did,as the statuteexpress that nooriginal forhearing

the of will in solemnprobate any had,form shall be orgranted,
sustained, . . . unless inpetitioned for one such mani-year,”

is its It is afestly limitations,statute ofmeaning. todesigned
finalsecure the of willsprobate while the facts are within the
of and toknowledge living persons, thepromote ofrequirement

to thepublic policy looking speedy settlement of the ofestates
deceased The werepersons. plaintiffs under none of the disabili-

statute,ties mentioned in the at the time of Tilton’s decease.
The limited time to run as soon asbegan the decree was made.

to takeBy one ofneglecting seasonably the courses thus provided,
have lost the ofthey privilege remedies forusing alegal making

direct attack the decree.upon
fact,this theRecognizing haveplaintiffs thepetitioned probate

court to set aside the decree. There is no doubt of the court’s
this,to dopower provided sufficient cause is shown. v.Morgan

255;N. Messer,44 H.Dodge, 279;v. 59 N.Ayer H. Moore v.
65;63 N. H. Moore, 111;v. 63Carpenter, Clough N. H. Starkey

293;v. 69 N. H. Prescott,ReedKingsley, v. 70 N. H. 88. But
the is inpower nature. Itequitable is not exercised theupon
mere nor for the sole ofasking, of lawpurpose rulesoverriding
that instand the ofway at law. To enti­maintaining proceedings
tle the' to seek,the reliefplaintiffs therethey must be some sub­

fraud, accident,stantial such asground, mistake,or which renders
it attack,conscience to executeagainst the decree and ofthey
which were fromthey fraud,prevented themselvesavailing by
accident, mistake,or unmixed with fraud or onany negligence

Moore,their 112;v.part. Clough 40supra, Wingatev. Haywood,
N. H. 437. not do notThey only facts which forcall theallege
exercise of this but thepower, facts show thatreported clearly

are not entitledthey to its exercise. do notThey even directly
that will,there isallege in theany infirmity execution of the or

that the testator when he executed it was of unsound mind orwas
1888,influenced. That he illunduly became in the ofearly part

and soon went to a sanitarium for treatment and to bewas decreed
insane, farfalls short of that he was not of sound dis-proving and
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October, 1884, than threein yearsmind and memoryposing —more
If were as proposedwill. itearlier, proved,thehe made—when

1888,a time tofor priorinsane longhe wasthattheby plaintiffs,
inof establishingto be servicetoo indefinitewould bethe fact

in 1884.existence of incapacitythe
in mat-reason, laches thethe plaintiffs’no otherIf there were

Ex.1 Will.seek.the theyfrom remedythemter would debar
stated, it225. As395; 23 N. H. previouslyChild's Appeal,

soonof their uncle’s deceaseknewthatmust be presumed they
of thewerethat they ignorantdo not sayafter he died. They

“ means of infor-cannot, from thetheir seclusionfact. Parties by
affairs,humanlaws thatfrom controlmation, theclaim exemption

of thetransactions past.all thea to upand up openset right
an interest inon, who claim per-and thosemust moveThe world
of their status andwith knowledgemust besons or chargedthings
are Thiscondition, which they subject.of the toand vicissitudes

J.,in rem.” Bradley,of all proceedingsthe foundation judicialis
503, 519. If theWill, 21 plaintiffsWall.in Case Broderick'sof

Denver, atten-was in and theirTilton’s domicilethatunderstood
of hisfor the settlement estateto thatwas directed localitytion

therein, havewouldtheyenforcement of theirand the rights
soon after Sep-wereof the course the proceedings takinglearned

there,1891, if had exer-wastember, theywhen the will proved
in was aboutThe Denver onlycised reasonable diligence. probate

the in orto Belknap county,months subsequent probate,three
theirof limitations barrednine months before the statutenearly

in that Ifa of the county.to have re-examination probateright
state,in either theirhad no of thethey proceedingsknowledge

their Asidemust be attributable to gross negligence.ignorance
infrom the selfishinterests which would early inquiry respectimpel

it thanuncle’s that moreto the of their appearsdisposition property,
840,000 the theof a trust fund created will forbyof the income

sister, mainte-was for herbenefit of their Mary Knight, expended
in of one of thenance the family plaintiffs.

in wasdo not that the decree questionThe plaintiffs allege
fraud, or fraudulent were taken bywith that any stepstainted

of Tilton’s deathto them informationdeprive concerninganybody
estate, into them way;settlement of or mislead anyor the his

fraud ina to showno facts are tendencyand reported having
was mistakehave not shown that thereThey anyeither respect.

in of theof the court jurisdictionon the part probate assuming
hand,of the will. On the other it affirmatively appearsprobate

such offer no sufficient excusethat there was no mistake. They
anor for tlieir infor their alleged ignorance, delay beginning

short,Inthe have failed to showtheyattack decree.upon utterly
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fraud, accident,to mistake,that the decree was due or thator
were or inthey delayed imposed any with toupon way respect

matter,the or that have exercisedthey reasonable Itdiligence.
does itnot that isappear against conscience to allow the decree
to and conclude thestand of therights plaintiffs as heirs-at-law of

hand,On itTilton. the other that it would beappears against
to the beconscience allow decree to attacked this ofafter lapse

half,more than and atwelve and after willyears the beenhas
executed. The decree ofnearly completely the courtprobate

the should bedismissing plaintiffs’ petition affirmed.

Qasedischarged.
All concurred.

)Belknap,
6, (Feb. 1906.

a. v. a.Cox & Jones &

bya villageWhere contract authorized vote of a district is such as the muni-
make,cipality empowered enjoinedis to its execution cannot be on the

ground necessarily priorthat it in agreement,will result the of abreach
sought hastynor because the toaction be restrained was and ill-advised.

municipality presentedWhere a in behalf awritten contract of is to the
them,by subsequentlyand byvoters assented to the fact that it is executed

onlymajority appointeda purposeaof committee for the is immaterial
validity.upon questionthe of its

Equity,Bill in to restrain a'the execution of contract to
District,ofthe streets the Meredith Fire madelight Village

the district and thebetween Meredith Electric Company.Light
term, 1905, court,March ofAt the the thesuperior defendants’

Stone, J.,was sustained bydemurrer to thesubject plaintiffs’
exception.

inThe of billthe are substance asallegations follows: The
1904,are in the district. In thetaxpayers August, dis-plaintiffs

made a withtrict valid contract toresponsible parties thelight
1,one from and onstreets for 7year September madeSeptember

with the Meredith Electric toa contract the streetsCompany light
for the term of five from that date. The action ofyears the dis-

ill-advised,in the latter was andtrict contract andmaking hasty
contract would not have been made if the notthe district had

been The furnished under the firstby prejudice.governed light
inwas for the for which itcontract every way adequate purpose

thewas If defendants are not theprovided. enjoined, plaintiffs,
district,other in willwith the the com-betogether taxpayers


