
We thiiik the judgîieont is right -ind, slinuld be afirrned.
As regard.,hbemncs the appellanti's position was and
i: that of truistg-e for t ompany Ili~ poition iA the maame
or sildar to that of the appellants lu the case In re Ex-
chaniige anin Co., Fltrf'Uase (18,S2), 21 Ch. D. 519.

Thef case is even stronger again:t the appellant than Ille
cae iticd, for ther4e thev apllan]ýlt lîad paid away to othecrý

a gi-eait portion of tho iioneys of the uoinpany m-ieh we
soluglit to 1w rec-overedl baick, while herel' the sum were wth
drawn ani rotainled liv the peo n for his own uise. Yel
ini Flite-rof t',. case the appeliants were held liable as triu>-
tees, and wero ordoed to repayt ainmut w'îintest

Amid on the gromnd that thev were trustees, it was held that
the Statultes of Limitation dîd notl appl \.

Heore, notwiths;tanding is pieu of thu ýStaitutei of Limita-
tion, the appellant lias been hldi liable to repay oy re'-
ceived in and inc the year 189wore thian g; p;arS hef4ore
action, and this c-ould have beenl uponl no other groundi thanl
that het is a trute. hat Iwing >;o, therie is il(. reasoni for
relieving hilm from thu jiayntn of intorost. Th'lere isý îlo
vallidl justification for his act in withdrawing the înoieys fromi
the company'S fuds and approprikating thein to his ownl uses.
111 positon in the company roquîre that hY shoumld exercisse
a care-ful supervi-isioni over the paymenitsl to bi, mie to înomî-
bers of the staff mnder the rt-olution, and it is plain froni
thpe ircuinstances leading to the passing of ut and the reavn-ýi
wýhyv it 'was called for, as wAIl as. fromn the Iilguiage, itself, thiat
it was ginly intended, to apply to vinployees mnder imii who)
more tu hi under the necesity od remoing tu Ottawa. Tht,
appellant does not pret.end that, e its tg) remnove or that lit
dlid remove to Ottawa. and, as held by this; Court and the
Ju1dicial Comteit wals not initenlded tg) ilulde hlm. i f
it waRs not intended to inchude im, no person could have,
Ieen better maiar, of it tha.ui het %Nas, and 11-r- waks ngthlilng
tu warrant hlm, in putting such an luterpretation uipon lb.
The c-ase, is one in whivi te ordinary rule, of requliirinig re-
storation of truist funds with inteýrest szholId hi-nfrc,

I*ndeqr thev ternis of the eeec and theý wide- powers
,oniferredl upoin the Mate y ('on. Rille-z 666ýî and 61;7, Il
hadi fuHl power and jurisdiction to challrge Ile apllantl w\ith
inrterest. By Mie 666 ib laepi sl rnie that il% ordor

tg) enable blie Manster bu exercîser the powetrs conferred uiponi
hlmir by the following Ilules it is not nflinrytht 014, juidgý-
ment or order of reference should coutain any spcfedirec-

tion lu respect thereof. The silence of the iugen pon
the iwtbjec-t ut intierest in therefore no reasýon for not Ocharg-
ing ib. On thei contrary, thir Miaster is 'boimid tu proveedi


