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Th 20May be taken fairly to represent the value, of the addi-
ti1 pmreeI> w that the profit on the transaction was the differ-

enebetwftn the original price, $1,080, and $1,400==$320. The
msure of l1ability in resýpect of the transaction would then be

th amouu4 o! the profit on thec resale, $320: Fox v. Mackreith,
2 W. & TJL.C. 709. Intereit, occupation rent, and improvements,
ew, May be set off against each other. We think that for this
ru hoUa Casserley and Mcoyare liable. ieGoey received this

m, ad, knowing it vas trust money, was bound to sec that it
é.d its proper desîtination; and, when hie paid it to Casserley

i1f in fact hit ha., yet paid it) in his personal capacity, lie
wsgulity of wrong-doing. Upon the evidence, it was in his

hauds whcn. the action was begun, and lis executors are answer-

With re!ereurce Wo the parcel bouglit in Canipbell 's name, the
euWion i. mo~re diflicuit. Part of this property hma been sold
for $2W. IIad noune been disposecd of, the plaintiff's reniedy
would have betýen Wi have it leclared that the property stili re-

1u. Mxubjeet Wo the trust, and Wo have an account on that foot-
in« or lie might have had a resale ordered, taking the inereased
Prime re.Iiiaed and holiug flhe defendants to the purchase if no

moewa realised. The defendlants, are ready to submit Wo this,
but cone.d that the Court canniot force them to retain the
propry ai a prie which mnay now be found Wo have been the
minai value at thc tiinc of t1c transaction eoinplained of-this
being the red(y granted by* t he t rial Judgc.

Autbority uponii thcesto is extrprnely nicagre. Godefroi,
:ir .d., p. 416, says: If the estate, or any part of it, bas been
rmId to a purchaser withouit notice, thc trustee is ordercd to
pqy Ua. value o! the estate and the profit mnade by him on the

k«jp with interest at fouir per cent." For this arc citcd: Hall
, IJlI.tt, 1 Cox Eq. 1:34; Ex p. Reynolds, 5 Ves. 707; Rau-

da3l v. Ettingtoti, 10 Veq. 423; and Armnstrong v. Armstrong, 7
LIr, 207. Lekwin. llth cd., p. 573, does not mention the case

where pari only lias been sold, but gives as alternative remedies
tbe ri to comnpel the trustec to account for the difference iu

preor -'the difference, beween(ý the suin the trustee paid and
the rea vaille of the estate at the time of purdliase"-ciîting for

thslardwicke v. Vernon, 4 Ves, 411 . .where Lord Chan-
celr Lougliborougli said that "the plain rule of justice is, that
ke tould b. eharged wvitli the actual value o! the estate."

3t rna be that this mieasure of relief bears liardly upon the
trstr but it mnust lie kept in mind that he i. the wrong-doer.
T% mie o! a portion o! the property, whidli prevents restitution,


