
KNIGHT v. GARVIN AND MAN.NINPG.

OELL, J., read a judgment in which he gave reasons for
lu i the main with the Chîef Justice; lie wsof opinion,

,r that the plaintiff should have compensation for hi,
s as mnanager up to the tinte that lie becamie a director.
dgment shouldi be( reduced to an amount proportional andc
to thie tiine during which the plaintiff wva. not a director,

Aiipeal allOwed aýd UCIion di,ýs&Y1 (Ruti)DELIL. J..

D 1iVXsio.NAL 'oiuRT. JANUARY 28TH, 1921.

I{NIGHT v. GARVIN AND) MAfNNIN(-,

*i-Re-)urclae -of mpn hre- ~ .
n-F ndngeof TrialJdeApa.

?eas by the defendaiits Garvin and Mnngfront a
mt of ROSE, J., of the 20th October, 1920.
, action was for specifie performance or in the alterntite
niages for breach of au agreement to re-purchiase or take

plaiutiff's hands certain copneac vhichi lie had
from the defendants. The judgmnent o! thie trial Judge

favour of the, plaintiff for the r-ecovery o! $2,077.363, Uil)ti
nti of which sumn the plaintiff was Io transfer the ahiares,
defeudants.

appeais were heard by EEIH .&.. IIEL
romD, MIDDLETON, and LENNOX, Ji.
1. Bradford, K.C., for the appellant Garvin.
ý. Macintosh, for, the appellant Mauining.
P. Smith, for the plaintiff, respondfent.
REIH C.J.C.P., in a written judigmeut, s-alid that therv
hree questions involved lu the appeal: (1) wehrthere
y cortract witli the plaintiff; (2) if so, by whom; and (3)
r there was any suficient consideration for it, Ths
El questions o! fact; and ecd wvas, after f ull comsideration
trial Judge, found in the plaintiff 's favouir; and as to ail

adnsthe learnedi Chief Justice was quite in aiccord with

Iearned Chie! Justice reviewed the evideuce at sorti
and said that lie was lu favour o! dismnissing the appeai,.
OEL, J., agrced with tie Chiie! Justice.

tHOIMIDDLETON, and LE-NNox, JJ., agred i the result>
ons given by cd o! tieru lu writing,

Appeals dioiised iiJ oW.


