
THE ONTARIO WEEKLY NOTES.

senting sucli proceeds were, siniilarly'held in trust. The hoi
bouglit -in 1898 was a double bouse. The parties and two of th
children stili occupied one haif of it; the other haif was rented
$20 or $25 a month. The transactions in respect of the oti
properties were of some size, on paper, but the resuit of aIl 1
dealings seemed te be, that there was an aunual income of
amount that would be no more than sufficient te mnaintain
invalid son of the parties; the defendant was maintained by anot
son-ber daugliter, a teacher, assisting as far as she was able

In the statement of dlaim the plaintiff asserted that all
properties were placed in the name of the defendant ini trust
the plaintiff and solely for his benefit and couvenience; but w]
lie swore te was that, when lie was buying the dwelling-house
1898, lie told bis wife that it was te be in lier namne in trust
him and bis faanily, including the wife; and that that was the o
occasion upon which a trust was mentioned. The defend,
denied this conversation. She said that the statement was, t
the plaintiff did net want bis creditors te, get the bouse; and thi
similar statement 'was made by hlm in reference to the Dun
street preperty at the time of its purcbase in 1906.

The defeundant's evidence was te be accepted in preferenCE
+1,, ~d~'Ç'- +',. -ihinfiff wit-ness was one u-Pon whose mn(


