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tbat case consisted of a farni of forty acres~ with two dlcl-
ing bouýses and other farm buildings on it, and of a village
property with two stores on it situate haif a mile or more
from the ferm.

Eveîî in thaf. case Maclennan, J.A., said: IlJ do not
say tlmt inl no ease like the present would a -ale in one
lot be proper."

Tho factis wcre very different from those of the preisent
case. The evidence shcwed that the mortgogces had acted
reeklessly in selling in one lot. Bell, their agent in the
locality in which, the property w-a.s sitnate, was flot consulted
as to the best wny of selling it, and testificd at the trial that
as a prudent owner he would not tliink of scllinc the two

properties tocetier and expec't to gvt the best 'price for
them. Tndeed, no inquiry whatcvcr was made by theic mort-
gagees for the purposes of asccrtainîig wliat was flie Most
adivantage-ous way of selhing the proporty.

In the case at bar, the properties are contignous bo one
another and were oecupied and iisel hy the mortgagor as
one property. The dlwelling biouse wvas bujîlt for bis own use,
and w-as manifestlv so ýituiated that it wvas, not a desîimble
place of residerice for aîiy oiie exeept the owner of tlie brick-
yard. Tlie lots were grazing ]and, anul were coîivcnient-ly
situiMted for use ia conneetion with flic brick business; n
deed, some of thenm wcre used for obtaining clay for the
manufacture of the bricks.

Tlic twncision to scil en bloc was reîwcled bv Olie re-

Fspondent's solicitor after lie had eonsîdered the qusinof

seiug in tlîat wtiy or iii parcels, and tliere is no reasoil for
flîinking that he or the respondexît lîad any ollier deire

tliai to eI to thîe best advaîitage. Tt is not at ail clear, I

tlîiîk, that had the property been sold iii parcels tlic resnlt
woiiljd not bave been fInit an iinsaleable bricks ard would have

been left on flic rcspondent's bîands; and T very mnnc donbt
whîether flic othier property woiild bave realized1 anivtliing
like the value puit ulon, if by the witnesses ealled on flic

appellanf's bebaîf.
Baker, thie ationeer emploved at tlic sale, lîadi a long
exprieceand bis testimo-nv was hf lu lu bs opinion tlic

besf price wonl be got for 'lue property by plittiuig it 111
for sale e'n bloc.

As said, by T1 indley, L,,.. iii Kenn,-'dy v. DeTraford

[19061 1 (lu. 762, 772, Ila unortgagec is not a friustcc of a
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