
vanced by the original lender, upo.i tl,e san.e conditions as before, an<l tbe
t.tles were lu-ld by the Trust Company for similar reasons.

One of these purchases of |n,(jijo acres was made from a Western la.idcon.pany .hro„,,h ,ts selling, agent, Mr. I'ritclurd. The price at which
r tehard was to sell was i.r, per .-.ere. and his commission was to be $1(1,000

ont o that an.ount. The agent's commission was part of the selling price
n order to lurther the sale this agent agree.l to allow the purchaser one-half

Ins con,,„,ss,on, or S-Vnoo. This was carried out, and the anunuu hv which the
pr.ce of the lan.l uas reduced was divide.l as profits e.|uallv among the four
tu.. ol whom represented the len.lers. The transaction was openlv carried
out. passed tl.rough the hooks and audited. .\t that time the .Syndicate had
Paul he years nnere.s, on its ,nor,ga.,a- out of profits, and was not in arrearsunder us agreement with the lender.

The rniou Trust Company had no beneficiary interest or trust in anvwa>. and no breach or abuse of trust was. therefore, co.nmitted hv Mr
I'oslcr.

The same is true respecting a later purchase of IM acres bv the same
S.v"d,cate and „, the sa„,e way. The only question th.at could be rai.se.l in
relat.on to ,h„ „I,ole trans.actiou is the propriety ..f the officers of the.Supreme ourt le.uhng l.-„resters- money to then,selves. lUu th.s could not
.M-l>b to A r. loster, who was neither a Forester nor a member of the Court

',,,,-;.;;'
'''""' ''"-'"''"^ ^^"^•> ''""•-"• "f '!'">• l'«" and interest

Ci{.\K(;k Xo. I.

That -Mr. Foster took a conuuission in the Kandoops property purchase.

Thi-; I-'.\ct.s.

Mr. loster contra.licted this statement flatly on oath. He explained to
the Connntss.on m part his private financial transaction with Mr Fowler

th.n"mi,T
'","7'" ;''' ^"1' '"'""' '" "'^' ^""""i^^i™ privately in order that

"f''
'"".;" "'^'"s^-'v^-^ that the transaction was purely a private busi-

ness attan.
1 his offer was acceptcl by the Commission. X'o witness

was c|uesl,oncd „„r was any evidence adduced to support Mr. Sheplev's su,..
.gested charge. i

.
s

Yet the Commission so worded their report, so suppresse.l Mr '- iter's
eyulence. thai o„ the face, of their sumn,ary statement this ahsolntelv falsecharge appears as though it had substantial foundation. This suppression
ot truth .and st,ggest,on of falsehood has every appearance of ntaliciousness
and dehbcrate intention to slander.

That Mr. F

Charok Xo. 5.

"osier in the Oeat West land transaction diverted trust funds
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