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tetion waa tied without a juny ut Picton-
Fergui,4on, for the plaintiffs.

Sn Grant. for the defendants.

'ex, J., ini a written judgmient, said that the ded was
e 7th December, 1918, and reitrdon the 28th Februi-
)« The grantor, at the date of thie deed and whien it was
Ji, w-as living wîth the defendaut Effielwyn and her co-
it, Charles Wycott, à brother of the grantor, and ,Ii(.
d te mnake their house her home until her dleath out the
Ôber, 1919.
earnedf Judge, after a discussion of the, evi1dence, suid t hat
was on the defendants te establish that the grantor w»t

tuIy influenced in making an improvident disposition of
k3 at. the, timer practically ail she possessed, and thiti the-
the voluntary and delîberate act of a person mnenttdllv

ait te knowv, and that she diîd in fact kniow, the nature andf
ber act. The learned Judge -Was of opinion that Emrina
as welI with regard te her bityor inability to understauld
r .eciatc thie nature and effeet of what bihe w&S doing. -L'
ýreneev t the situation in whihsie was at the datte ini
,was p)eculiarî-Y in lieed of careful, v-ompietenit, and

lent as;istance and advice; thitt she hâd flot compietentf
jxndvnt profe.ssional assist-ance and advice in the inaking
ýed ini question; and that, if it was an honest transation
irt, thic deed ouglit not te be aliowed Io stand.
[eanied Judge said, however, that the evidence, eoupied
the surrounding circunstanees, ruade it iipossibie for
iape frein the conclusion that one of the purposes of the-
wn aking th(, deed was te proteet herseif ani the property
e conveyed by it f rom liability for the conts of a certain
whjeh was penidîng. Lt was possible, but Keem 9ed iniprob-

t thiere was somec other purpo)se combinedl with titis in the
fihe granter, but that miade no difference. If tite de.sign of
for in vesting the, property in the dlefendant 1Etheilw.yn
was frauduient and contraîry te public- poiicy, and tite

onwas a comnpleted one, site cotlld flot in ber lifetimne have
the assistance of the Court teo get it back'; and lier I-Prwmal
ztives and iteirs were in no b;etter pos-itioni. Hom, could

volmtersclainli a righit site had forfeited bY ofTendinig

if the execution of thle dced was a fraudullerit device, it
É lic set asicle on the ground of ùmprovidence, or of w-ant
etanding, or of lack of competent adviice aid( proper

Action dmiedwilhout costs.


