
McPlersoi1 individually, and 'Mars ' u v cu wife of the
plaintiff, t>o have it declared tliat a ptnddsale of the
lands of the plaintiff, under an execution hsue bvý thé de«-
fendants the solicitors against thei Iainds of die phliltit, l'y
the sheriff to the defendant C. C~. MAPherson.ý \as uricon-
scionabie, invalid, and void uý gans theq laiintiff. and an
alleged resale or transfer to the defendant Mary'\ MuNiehol
unsuisantial, untenable, and void a, angainst the plaifr;
ani for possesýsioni and mnesne profits: or. in thu alterna-
tive, to have it dc,lareil that the defenidants; G. C. Me(Phler-
son and Mary MIeNîchol held the land in trust for the plain-
tiff, subject te the payment of the execuition, if valid as an
incumbrance or otherwise tenable against thec plaintiff.

IL. B. Morphy, Listowel, nnd J. If. Carthew. Listowol.
for plaîntiff.

J. C. Makins. Stratford, for defendkinfý.

Bo-Yu, C. :-No evidence La., been given to suipport the
allegation ini the plaintiff's claînii that the plaintiffrpst
confidence in the defendants thiv solicitors respecting the land
in question, or that the saidl siohicîtors intervoee in Mny WAY
to influence the action of the sherjifr in taking proper sto-ps
to adivertise and eeli the interest of thu plaintiff in the
lands in question under thie execution, in lus hiands at the -suit
of the taid defendants the solicitors. As far as, the evidence
shews, the sherift took i, own couirse in the e-xýcuition of the
writ, and at the appointed t ine sold the propertY seized to ithe
defendant sohicitor for the sin of $70. There was an ar-
rangement between the said solicitors and the other efnd
ant, wife of plaintif,. thiat if thie v becamec purvhasvrs they,
would] allow lier UIl henelit of thu transaction, if shie $o
desqiredi, on payiing or veeuring to thein the full amounit of
thieir account for costs against the plaintifT. This is the
only niatter broughit out in the evidenc-e afectiing thie deofied-
ants in regard, to the sale. Evidence was aise given to shew
that the sale price wus far less than the real valuev cf what
was sold.

The history of the transacution is titis. 'lhle deýfendant
Mary MelNichol sued thie plaintiff for alimony several years
ago, and the defendants the snolicitors thon aetedl for the

vOL. x. O.w.iL No. 26-0a7

Jl'iYICIIOL v. YPHERSON.


