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M'ýIDDLIrO-, J., ini a written jdre,8adthat the Maathad arrived at $1,080 by taking the defendant's incomie as 81,W0saýlary, $1,200 as net income froîn realty, and S600 b:onus fmrosbusineas-$3,300( in all-and alloiving the plaintiff approxxuiatel>one4third of' this surit The salary, S1,500, was adiuted. hgrom income derived frorn real estate, 81i,781.36, was adin tted,but the defendant contended tliat front this should be deducted<8720 representing an estirnated expendituefrrpia iaia.tions, and upkeep, leaving the net 1 neome from t"i source8I0oThec Mauter thouglit, and the learned Judge agreed with hini,that this w"s too) great a deduction--the amount, folind h%. theMlaster, $1,200), was approximatI.Ay righit.
The SM0 allowed as a bonus couild flot be supported. Thedefendant wua the owner of four-fifths of te stock of an iicor..po(rated eornpany, Ste-phenson and Mlalcolmn Limited, a conceri(e1rrying on a substantial plunibing busineýss i Guelphi, theremaining one-fiffth of the-stock being hield by clerks and ernployeeso!f the cornpany * T.'lle defendant wma ernpIoyeti by titis Comnpanyms itm biimn- manager, and reeeived froni it the sa1ary' of 81,500.lit had habituatl overdrawnr his accouint to thie extent of aitt56M0 annually, and so,, accord«Ing te the bookS of te empanyowefld iL. Ietween ,00 and $4,000. The MasiLter too)k the viewthat titis overdraft must 4e regarded as an1 aniual bonlus of!MMand ahsumed(4 that t'le $1.500 saaywould be aulglnelnted hy astirilai, ainount i years to corne. The defendant contendedtiiiit hIL& icme oliglit not to be reg&rded as thie whole 81,500, bUtlitit tim Should bu reduced hy s4um. which bur ouglt to repay1>1 accoulit of theo verdraft, or at anvf1 rat. b.% initvrest çui te:tt(ji4int overdrawni.

Tl'ie learned Jud1ige iras unkible to) agrec with ithrvi.mi. aary paici %%mm not an adequjate mevasure of te defeildantgsactual arip.The $1,5W0 ias probably thie anlounlt whiehhe set am 0110t whwbh la, iras content If) drair as, renlunerati>n

1b l-Vaille o! his stovk-hldi(ings.The. capital o! te ronipany was Saidl t) [w 82.5,000;: the-4eendants four-fffls would reILet a apitail Iivestilient offl~O;and ilte earning valuie o! tis rnlight %well be t.aken atbetirmen 10 asid 1.5 pe-r ýent:. The loir figure, wouljd justify theallowrr mnade Iby teMatr
Thei Mstrhoevr, was %Nrong in aLs4uiniffg that te anlountri) b. paul to tic, irife ias te ho determined by any arbitrar>yrul. by wivii sle ouid lloir to lier one-third o! lier hutsband's
'l'le traie principle ia indivatei i Leslie v. ese,[1911J 1P. 20m,'117: te lilimlan.il's obligation im to prend.e for the -wife's inain..


