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persons without means niay get possession of valuable inter-
ests in real property.

In 1905 the property in question and other property was
aequired at a price much lower than it has since attained.
Nothing was paid therefor by the defendants or either of

them out of their owu pockcts, the financîng of the purchase
and of the erection of the buildings which later on were

erected hiaving been donc by borrowing on mortgage upon the
land and otherwise. The rapid and substantial increase in

the value of real property) which camne about after the pur-

chase, and the revenue derived from the property itself and

the buildings when completed, not only made possible the

purchase and the carrying on of the building operations,
but bas lef t to thie owncr a substantial margin of value ini

excess of the encumbrances still on the property. At the

trial defendaîît W. S. Thiiupson put the value of thîs equity

at a soin in the neighbourhood of $20,000.
Trhe uncontradicted evidence of defendants is that the

purchase was made for defendant Mary Stuart Trlompson,

and that lier eo-defendant acted only as lber agent and attor-

ney in the buying of the land and the érection of the build-

ings anda looking after the property.
In tfe of this direct testixnony, mueh of which is

corroboratedl by the evidence of tlie party f rom whom the

land aspliucased and who advanwe the earlier moneys

to carry on the building operations, and though it was W. S.
Tbiompsoiî wbo was actually engaigcd, about thcse~ trans-

acitions , 1 amn unable to lîold that the property belongs to bïm

or thiat his co-defeudant is trustee thiereof for him.

Reacbiing thisý conclusioni, Tnvhls, thiÎnk there is
somiething to he sýaidl about t4u atituide of W. S. Thompson
towards tie deb-It fie coniractedl withi plinitil. Tbough 1
have not beeni ablu te flndl that his o-eidntis trustee
for biiîn. I atili thinkil that the relaioniiship) bctwecn them with
respect te this propexrty and the beeisto W. S. rrhomp-
son personially froin his connection thcrewithi, are sncb that
thiere e-ai be but littie doubt thiat it was quite within his
power, hiad hao Icou se icied to make somie satisfactory
arran)gemenýTt withi plaintif! whichi would bave avoidcd the
brjinginig of thiis action. Under such, circurnstances 1 arn not
dlispnescd to add te thie plaintiff's loss the furiher burden of

paigdefendants' costs. The action wiIl therefore be dis-
inissu with-out coste.
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