
iik Rlunt is in a different position from Dresa-
bhe saine boat withi Roberts. Hie was not a mecre
,lie property, and was more than a mere agent or

Hle was possessed of the legal title, and had
wver and control over it, 'which hie was exercising,
t the instance of Roberts, the beneficial mort-
cannot see how this relieved him frein the ditty
a provident manner, having regard te the inter-

Dagor and mortgagee. Moreover, it appear8 frein
of the defendant ]lunt hiniseif that he knew that
dings wr-re being taken in order te enable Roberts
ie titie to the property and E0 te seil te the synd ý-
was ne idcq or intention of selling it at the high-
price obtainable se as te pay off the mnortgage
smnethig over ît for the meortgager. Lord Sel-

~Ment i Barnes v. Addy, L. R. 9 Ch. 244, mny
te.
the evidence does not warrant us i interfering
xrned trial Judge's finding as to the value of the

and 4tliparagraphis of the judgment below must
acordance with this opinionx. In other respects

ntis affirmed without costsof appeal to eithoe


