
THE ONTARIO IVEL'KLY REý,PoRTER.

The case is not at ail like or governed by Redmnond v.
iRedmond, 27 U. C. R. 220, or ler v. Bier, 9 0. R. 5,51, or
sirnilar cases.

iPlaintif! says Mrs. Wiggins did propose that he 8hrnuid
take defendant's farm andmaintain defendant. Plaintiff
was at first unwilling to take defendant at; ail. Afterwards.
upon a fuill consideration of the matter, and alter talking
about it witli his family, and alter defendant came to plain-.
tif! and said to plaintif!, "Go in and work the place and
you will get your pay,"1 plaintif! consented.

Defendant did not improve ini health; lie became more
troublesome; the liealth of plaintiff's wif e was menaced by
the work put upon her; so about April, 1906, plaintiff took
steps to have defendant placed in the ]Rockwood hospitaj
for the insane, where he now us.

Plaintif! gave evidence that what he and is famnily did
for defendant was wortli $1 a day, and li eclaîi8 $300 a
year for the 8 years. Againat that lie is wllhing to credit
$50 a year for the use of the fara, which, accordinjg tQ the
evidence of plaintif! and lis witnesses, is only of the valu,
of from $1,200 to $1,500.

1 arn of opinion that defendant had sufficient xuent&j
eapaeity, at the tinue of lis goipg into plaintiff's family to
reside, to know that lie was to pay plaintif! for what plaintiff
did. 1 think that defendant now knows that lie was taken
care of by plaintif! at lis, defendant's, expense. Defendant
was not imposed upon by anything plaintif! did. Plaintiff
does not set up any liard and fast bargain as to amout.
Plaintif!, if entitled, is entitled only to wliat is reasonabm,
f or the services rendered. Defendant was of weak, iid,
unable to take care of himself, but he was not a lunatie so
f ound or declared in any proceeding. Plaintiff knew al
about defendant, and could not be heard in any attempt to
enforce any executory contraet wliich was not for defen.
dant's benefit. This case differs from cases cited in whjib.
tlie action was against a person in fact insane, but where
plaintif! lad no0 knowledge of, and no0 reason to suppose tiie
existence of, insanity. IDefendant was subjeet to insane dle-
lusions. . . . H1e was sane upon certain subjeets; )he
liad lucid întervals. 1 do not think defendant's delui 0ns
were sufficient to avoid a contract to pay what was resn
aile for lis maintenance. Labour and înoney were ex-


