
44 ERROR AND APPEAL REPORTS.

^^ InMrns v. Le^ve, (a) a case before Lord Sardtvicke

bmself of the reversion from the heir of the lessor fo^
^30 on y the estate being worth £1500 per annum uZHardmcke said, "it was a transaction LtrernTto Jedisapproved;— "a counsel or agent/' he said,4L'a conveyaj .. from theright heir for his own be^efitanlwhich he discovered by his being a trustee, does a v^vwrong thing - but he refused to declare thlt th ^Zheld the reversion in trust for the infant. He though"here was no ground to stand upon, for the makfngiVbm., who had bought in the reversion, a trustee fol fperson who was only a tenant for life, and took notwLm the inheritance, would be going to far."

^
This language of Lord Sardwicke, is, in this respect

^«ag«.„t,
"ot.;; Po^nt in the present case: that these defendantsSrmth ^ nen,er.on do not pretend that ^.^-^ATok^^^^^^^
conveyance from Bridge on his own account, thougVhepaid for It with his own money. He did take ithey admit in trust for the heir, and told Tuf^Jthat he would convey to the heir. Th.re is thereforoToques.on about there being a trust, for it is admul^But the language of Lord Hardwicke is in point thatthe plaintiff here had no interest in the inheritare nonoticing at present the omission of the broken fron

fr, fr f'"*' conveyance,) and not being hdrto

All the parties concerned were in acommon error in sunposing that the heir oi Adum dr'aves, whoever hemlbe, was the owner of this land, if indeed wo can take sofavourable a view of the conduct of the ChavJ^,^ osuppose them ignorant that Adan. Orav^ZIT^with his land in Pittsburgh. It was a lar^A ..* ? ^
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