
adopted is that of affording compensation for the înoneys whicb
the judgment bias dcclarcd arc due by the defendant, and that
xuch compensation is givon bv the mode of caleulatinni adopted
h:v the Master.

The defendaîit aiso appeals against that part of the report
whieh finds that he reeeived a conimiissîin ovvr and abovo' bis
salary of $5,000 per year prior to the 30thrSpebr 1890. On
the evidene liefore the 'Master, as well as f romn the knowltcdgte
1 acquired at the trial, 1 sec no reason for disturbing this fiinding.
The iconclusion is irresistible that the defendant inust have hiad
knowlcdgc that these items now charged againist himi should have
been taken into account iii faveur of the pliiffs and vireditecd
uipon his salary of $5,000 pcr year f rom, the be(giiniig of lis se-
vices; the express terni bcing that this animal paymcinnt shodd
inelude ail dlaims for commission. ('redlit wa8 iot si) given.- a"d
the two sunîs are iiow a propcr charge against hlmi.

The rcmaiiîing ground of appeail is, that the Maslu\ter wrog
f ully refused to allow a large number of itemns which the (defendil
ant contends icouic within paragraph 8 of flhc judginent, as ginis
due to him for expenses and disbur-sements iinad(e 1)«y lmi for andi
on behaif of the plaintiffs, aind not inlddin other ma1<tters, (UN-

posed of by the judgment. Thle Master. was, 1 think, righit ini bis
flnding. 1 need not go bcyond( thc( r-easons whieh he bans grirn fi,
suipport bis view.

After an exhaustive revîew oif the whole evidleniee in whiehl 1
was aided by the kuowlcd(gc aequired in dIealing with thev insies
whieh were before mne ait the trial, T ami of opiion0 thait thei
appeal should 1we dismiqsed wîth eo0sts.


