
GER VAIS P'. GER VA18.

rms to onvey to his wife, but that lie was persuaded by the
lefendant to convey Vo, bis wife and the two sous. The plaintiff
aid that lie intexxded, when he was persuaded Vo convey as lie did,bat the two sons should be merely trustees; but this statement
ma noV Vo be accepted.

The arrangement that was made was that, the farma being
uvaveyed to the plaiutiffs wîfe and sous, they three sbould work
and pay off a mortgage upou it aud maintaiu the plaintiff. The

vidence led Vo the conclusion that the mortgagec was content
Sgive timae if there was a change of titie.

The deed was prepared aud executed, The consideration was
liat the -wife and sons should pay off the mortgage aud support
ie plaintiff. The deed recited sucli au agreement, sud the
abendum waB to the grautees "Vto sud for the maintenance and
ipport according Vo bis station in life ou said premises of the"
Laintiff, "snd from and after the death of the" plaintiff "Vo sud
w the sole sud only use of " the wife and sons. There wus also a)venant by the grantee Vo support sud maintain the plaintiff
rid Vo pay the mortgage. The defexidant liad noV supported or
cIped Vo support the plaintiff; uor had lie paid anything on
,count of the mortgage.

The. plaintiff, bis wife, the son Jerry, sud others of the fainily
mntinued Vo live on the farm and work it, the plaintiff working s
ird as auy of the others. The plaintiff's wife received and dis
srsed the income; the mortgage had been. considerably reduced.

The. plaintiff had recognised tbe defeudant .as having'su
terest in the farm; but it was uot established that, with any
iowledge oS bis riglits, the plaintîff had doue anything Vo confirm
ie transaction of 1908. The de>lay in attacking the transaction
as not important; certa.inly, that delay had flot led the defendant
alter his position in the slightest degree.
The. transactiou could flot be supported as beiug a performance

a promise previously made by the father that he would give
e defendant sorne intereat in the farîn if lie stayed at bomne and
3r'ked upon iV.

The. deed could flot stand; for. tbe reasons that, even if the
sintiff umderstood that lie was conveying an intereat Vo his
ns sud even if it was necessary iu order Vo satisfy tbe mortgagee
at there should b. a conveyanoe Vo somebody, tbe defendant
)od in~ a confideutial relation Vo the plaintiff, and the. plaintiff
[ied upon hlm; tbat tbe plaintiff's action was induced by the
fendant's solicitation; sud that the plaintiff needed independent
,vie, and had noue. Moreover, the transaction appeared Vove been improvident. Wlien the plaintiff was divesting himself
all his property in cousideration of a promise of support, there

Dudhave been soin. meians provided of bririging the property


