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It remains now to consider the scope and
application of the enactment in the Consoli-
dated Statutes of Upper Canada, and the
rates of compensation which have been sanc-
tioned thercunder by the Court of Chancery
in the administration of estates. There are
no reported decisions of the practice pursued
in the Surrogate Courts; but theve is little
doubt that thoge tribunals follow the rules
laid down by the Superior Court, in passing
executors’ accounts.

L. Jurisdiction of Chancery as to compen-
sn.—In oue of the first cases after the
statute, Vankoughnet, C., laid down lucidly
the grounds upon which hlo Court fixed the
rates of compensation to executors. 1le says:
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therefore, for an executor, asging his
accounts in the Oourt of Chancery, to inter-
cept the judgment of the officer of this Court
who has cogunizance of the matter, by an
applicatioh to the Surrogate Judge for an
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