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Company - Directors - Account - Reference - Report -
Salaries and Disbursements of Directors-T'alute of Preferred
Shares Received by Directors-Evidene-Costs.]-Appeal by
the defendants and cross-appeal by the plaintiffs f rom the report
of the Local Master at Picton upon a reference to take certain
iteeouints. See llyatt v. Allen (1911-12), 2 O.W.N. 927, 4 O.WN.
370, 1401. The Master's report was dated the 3rd June, 1915.
The firat ground of the defendants' appeal was, that the Master
should have allowcd a further sum for remuneration to two
of the directors (defendants> of the Lakeside Canning Com-
pany Limited, Arthur Allen and W. C. Cronk, in respect of
wages paid to workmen, salaries of the two directors. and travel-
ling expenses. The lcarned Judge entirely agrees w ith the
M aster upon this branci of the appeal.-The second contention
of the defendants was that the Master crred in dirceting the
defendants to account for thc prcferrcd stock of the Dominion
Canners Limited at the suin of $10,968.75. The defendants con-
tended that the stock might have been advantageously disposed
of pending the litigation, but for the refusai of the plaintifs to
agree to a sale thercof, and that the stock had much depreciated
ini value. The learncd Judgc was of opinion that the defcnd-
ants, by the course pursued on the reference, had entirely pre-
éhided themselves £rom now raising any objection to accounting
as directed. It was proper for the Master to, charge the de-
fendants with the market value of the stock as of the 4th March,
1910; and it was flot now open to them to question the value as
fLxed at $10,968.75.-The third and fourti grounds of appeal
were that the Master should have admitted evidence to show that
eertain of the plaintiffs were not entitled to recover, and had
disregarded evidence to that effeet. In the circumstances of the
case, the learned Judge did not feel that he would be warranted
in giving effeet, to the defendants' contentions in regard to these
two grounds.-The defendants also contended that the plaintifs
ahould be ordered to pay that portion of the costs of the refer-
elee incurred in contesting points upon whici they were flot

succeseful. The learncd Judge saîd that he had examined the
proeeedings and evidence upon the reference and had formed the
opinion that the costs thereof had not been so substantially in~-
ecased by matters unsuccessfully brougit forward by the plain-.
tifs that they should be deprived of any portion of the costs of
the reference.-The plaintiffs should have the costs of the re-


