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deed and setting it up against the donor, inust show that he thor-
oughly understood what he waa doing, or, at ail events, was
protected by independent ad'vice. It has been alxnost laid down
that where there is no power of revocation the deed wiIl be set
aside.2 But later decisions have niodified and so construed these
cases so that it cannot be said that a voluntary settiement is void-
able unless it contained a power of revocation. .Acordling to
these authorities, the absence of a power of revocatioa is a cir-
cunstance to, be taken into account in connection with the other
circumstances of the case; the absence of advice by eounsel given
the grantor as to the propriety of inserting sucli a reservation
stands on the saie footing? But these authorities recognize be-
yond question the vaiidity of such a power in a deed, and our own
Courts, when the question lias been presented to theni, have been
inclined to favour this plan for protecting the grantor.

It cannot be said that the grantor does not part with bis
power or dominion over the property conveyed because hie retains
a right to annul or revoke the deed. A power of revocation is
perfectly consistent with a grant or the creation of a valid trust.
It does not in any degree affect the legal titie to the property.
That passes to the grantee and reinains vested, notwithstan'-
the existence of a riglit to revoke it. If this right is neyer exer-
cised according to the ternis in which it is reserved, before the
death of the grantor, it can have no effect on the validity of the
conveyance or the riglit of the grantee to the property.'

The argument that the reservation of a power of revocation
nullifies the conveyance is ansivered. by the opinion of the Court
in the case of Jones v. Clif tont.5 That case involved a conveyane
by the husband to the wife of certain realty, the deed containing
a clause reserving to the grantor "the power to revoke the grant
in whole or in part, and to transfer the property to any uses lie
might appoint, and to sueli person or persons as he mify1.t desig-
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