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nexv tranwfers of the lanids rreîttIbY the caiîec-ledtransfers to is wife Analie A. Moore.
lVhat defendaut sets up is thiat lie (or Mjrs. Mýoore> tootb0 se lands instead oftHie balances due b', the alees o

thec colnpany, and that lie was entitlcd t liereto "' livingbeeîi given to Jin hv the coinpany. Plaiiitiffs dlaim thevalue of thesýe lands.
Tl'(' forîi or agr1m î with andi transfer tb the iillottee'4is not prdee but Ilie ex idence of the dlefenldant i< Ointplaintiffs lid tnt there-in réserve any ri glit to ane t]îetraxisfers on non-panint of the balances (Iue by flie a)lottees.Tliat beig s, the reid mould not Lavec been to retaýkethe lai mbt te oxe froîn the l ttee flcblne-odue. Jtoi hI herefore n, ebeuxroîigfll on Clic paýrt ofthec plainitills ta Tc-possess flic land in the siîrninary mnarinereniployed 1; lte defeîidaat.
Ir) ref*err-1i ig ta tlie trînsactiolî, diuefeadant iii lus evidencesays that if auîiybody other thani th,, alloffees liad paid tliebalanceiws due and taken a receipt tlirefor, lie wvould havethep edfi payîuent and handcdi ovter tbe trnfr. TaniY iiiflnd tlhe position of the jmnatter ii inueli as if lie hîim-selff lîad( paidl ov er the balaat'e.ýý aa1d faken thec tranfers, andiJhat being done lie wuuld have rcei ied tliese maniïes for theplaififrTul tlîat view ray opinion is tbat ivhat tlie plain-mms r entîfled ta is uîut the lands or flîcir value but tlîebaacswlieh were due by tlue allttees4 wlîose trarîsfers,ieFdntusumned to cancel, with interestf; and there willlie a refereneice to tlic Master ia Ordinar-y to ascertain flieseaminounts. J arnP ammn ng, the absence of flic docuîîînts,fli;at flic t, dn'ssaenn isý correct, fliat lucre ivas noagreenient witlî icii alluiteeýs eîniiling plaintif! to cancel thetransfers onl derflt il] paIet Tad there exi-ted such areiwedy, rny view as. foý ilie liahbIlit.v of the (lefendant foaceouint for, Ili valueo of flue Lancl instead of for the bal-ancs de by thie alleflees, îigfhf lic different.

Asý to the inferest chargeable agaùust the defendant, Ifhink1 lit î clear tliaf under the oircumstances plaintiffs areentjitled( te înterest on suais puiayable fo them from the fiietlie saine, or thie benfi li1ereof wcre received by flic dcfeîîd-ant. Tille rule as to flue eliargiag of inferest, as laid downin F~uch cases as Smnall v. Eccles, 12 GIr. 37, is, 1 think,
applicable here.
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