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IN THE SUPREME COURT COF JUDICATURE OF JAMAICA

IN COMMON LAW

SUIT NO. C.L. C. 207/19%¢4

SETWEEN EGERTON CHANG - PLAINTIFF

AND WATIONAL HOUSING TRUST DEFENDANT

W.E. Frankson Q.C. instructed Ly Gaynair and Fraser for {laintiff

L. Datts and R. Glttens instructed by Livingston Alexander and Levy for
defendant.

Hearing on March 3C; 31, 195 and November 12, 13, 1994 and September 25 1961.

JUDGMENT

EINGHAM, J.

The plaintiff was from lst April, 1982 and up to S5th April, 1984, Director
~f Mortgage Operations by virtue of a contract in writing the terms of which

read:i~

NATIONAL HOUSING TRUST

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMERT

AGREEMENT made this 18T day of bpril 1582
RETWEEN the National Housing Trust, a body corporate
established under Secticn 7G of the National Insurance
Amendment Act 1570 (herein-after called the Trust)

and

EGERTON CHANG

(herein~after cclled “the person engaged™)

1. The person engaged is required to pass a medical
exanination as to his physical fitness within three months
of the execution of this Agreement, such examination to be
conducted by a Medical Officer assigned Ly the Trust for
such purpose,

2. The person engaged undertakes that he will diligently
and faithfully perform the duties of GIRECTCR OF MORTGAGE
OPERATIONS - EMG I and will act in qll respects
according to the imstructions or directions given te him by
the Trust thrcough the Executive Cfficer or other duly
auvthoriscd officers. In this Agrcement the term “Executive
Officer” shall mean the person for the time beiny acting as
Chief Executive Officer and "duly authorised officers” shall



waties
(. cpendis 1)

mean officers to whom the

person eagages is responsible and

persons acting in such capacity.

9

Se

This 4Hvroement is subject to the conditions set forth

in the Schedule heretc anneszed and the Schedule shall be
read and construed as a part of the Agreement.

Witness our hands the day and year

aLove written.

Signed by MORLM ¥, SEYMOUR )
{danagi. 7 Lirector
On behalf of the National Bousing Trust
)
in the preseuce of )
)
‘ )
Siyned by HGERTOX CHANG )
)
in the preseunce of: )
)
(Si. nature DArHNE NELSGN )
( )
of the {(iaddress 1£ OXFORL ROAD )
witness ( )
( RINGSTCN 5 )
( )
(Ceceupation DIRECTOR, H.R.D. )
SCHEDULE
1. GSubiect t¢ the provisions of this Agreerent

the term of the engagement
TWC YEARS

of the person engaged is for
{inclusive of vacation leave)

commencing frow the date of assumption of duty, which
term may be extended as provided im Clause &,

2.

The duties

of The person engaged shall inclade

the uvsual duties of the office in which he iz engaged
(Appendix 1) 2pnd any other suitable duties which the

Trust may c2ll ypon him to perform,
shall devote the whele of his

service ¢f the
to promote the i

he person engaped
time apd attention to the

Trust and shall use his utwost exertions
erests of the Trust.

Ke shall capform

to the employment policies of the Trust which are for

the time beins in force.

3, (1)
as follows:-

Basic Salary
Housing (llowance

Entertairment Allowance

Utilities ¥
uty i
Travelling; ¥

The cemcluwerts of the person engayed are

$19,20C per annum
7 9000 1] "
3,000 " Y
22500 ” 11
2,606 7 5
39000 1] i
$36,700

sizsn acruss Staw

sign across staup



(2) The eal

a ced may be
subject to decuct

ty of the person ensag
ions under Clause (3).

<:;11~Health 4. (1) 1f the erson engaged shall he compelled
by reason of ill-health (not caused by tis cvm
mlu onduct] to resign his office or if o any time
£ shall Le certified by a duly qua]-*leu medical
officer 5§ the Trust that he ds
by reascn infirmity of wind or bLody ¢f rendering
further ef service to the Trust, the Trust shall
pay his ,a‘m Lo :he u?LF of HUCh re: ‘)ation ot

-

fueapable

be ou a pre

weate sipned by a duly gualified

ected vy the Trust shall bLe

(2) A e
medical off

conclusive e on the question whather or not
" the person < was compelled to res: hils office
<:/) by reason o ~nenlth within the meanin. o¢f this
clause

wisalaznl, 5. 1f the peo engaged zhall at any tdwme aiter

ete.. thie signing hLIGGI neplect or refuse or Lyom any cause
(other than Lﬂlthealth nck coused by hizc owii wmisconduct
as provided in Tlause 4} become unable ©o perform any
of hie duti.s or to comply with any order; o¥ shall
disclose any iuforwation resyecting the afiairs of the
Trust te any uncuthorised person or shall ic any manner
misconduct himself, the Trust may terminate bis
engayement forthwith and thercupon all rights and
advantages reserved te-him by this Lireement chall cease.

termina~ 8, (13 The Trusi may at any time detarmine the
vy of enzagement of the person engaged on giving him three

menths® notice in writing or on payiny him three months'
salary.,

(L} The verscn engaged way at any time after
the crpirotuica of three nonths from the crurencement

of service., doterrine his enpagement oun piving to the
Trust two moaths’ unotice in writing or on paying to
the Trust fwo sehs’ salary.

LeTBON chuaged terminates his
engayement wige than in accordance witgh this
Apreemenc; shall be liable to pay to the Trust
as liquidared damapes three months’ salary.

7. 1r the svent of
the person enjayo

secuniary damage arising from

d, arding, or faildm, tu comply

with anvy er, or departmental instructicns or from any
neglect of v whatsoever on bis part; he may be liable
to a deductiorn froa his salary to wake gocd the domage or
any sarc thereoi the amount of which shali be fixed by the

Tru..sﬁ
vehey 3, Three movths prior teo the completion of this
5 Loyment contract the person engazed shall give potice in writing

to the Trust whether he desires to remain iz its ewmploy~
ment ond the Trust shall therespon decids whether it will
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offer him further employment. If the Trust offers him
further employment the re-engagement will be on such
terms and for such period as may be mutually agreed on.

Leave 9. Leave facilicies are as follows:

Vacation =~ 5 Calander weeks per year tc be
taken in each calendar year.

Sick ~- 14 Working days in each calendar
year.
Casual <~ 1¢ Workiny days in each calendar year.
Gratuity 10 Subject to satisfactory service, the persomn engaged

will be eligible on completion of service of cach
contract year for a gratuity at the rate of twenty-five
percentum {25Z) of salary earmned during the contract year:
such gratuity to be tax free.

Interpre- 11, This &greement is to be interpreted in accordance with
tation the Laws of Jamaica.

Marginal 12, The marzinal notes are for convenience only and do not
notes form a part of this Agreement.

ARRERARAXNARARARKkRABRRERARERAG DR iNd

The plaintiff was highly qualified academically for this post. He obtained
o Bachelor of Science Degree with high honours and was the holder of a Masters
Degree in Susiness Administraticn. Prior to joining the Trust as director of
Mortgage Cperaticus he had worked as a Commercial Credit Officer at Jomaica
Citizens Bunk and with the I1.8.D. Group of Companies gaoining invaluable experience
in the latter; as Fioancial Controller and Director. Be joined the Trust in 1582
on a two year contract whilch had expired on 3lst March, 1984, His contract was
thea renewed for another two years commencing lst Aprii, 1584 bYefore he was on
5th April 1984 by a letter addressed to him by the then Mounaging director Morim

Seymour suumarily dismissed from his post. The letter cf dismissal read:-



NATIONAL BOUSING TRUST
16 Oxford Koad, Kingston 5, F.C. Box 5,00GG Phone: 92-96500-9

APKRIL 5, 1984

MR. EGEKTON CHANG
¢6 BALF WAY TKEE ROAD
KINGSTON 10

DEAK kK. CHA&NG:

I HERERY TERMINATE YOUR SERVICES WITH THE NATIONAL
HOUSIRG TRUST WITH TeEDIATE EFFECT WITE CAUSE,

FINDLY DELIVER THE XEYS YO YOUK CAR TO MR. KELTH
JOSEPHS :Y 5 P.M. TODAY,

Y0U ARE AUTHOFISED TO DISCUS5 AMOUNIS DUE TC YOU
FOR LEAVE WITH OUR FERSONNEL DEPARTMENT, AS WELL A4S
OTHER BENEFITS THAT MAY BE DUE 70 YQU.

YOU ARE ALSO REQUIRED TC MAKE SUXTAELE ARRANGEMENTS
FOR ALL OUTSTANDING DEBTS DUE TO THE NATIONAL HOUSING
TRUST.

YOURS TRULY,

SGD....G.I'G..IO..'BDOOO

MORIN - M. SEYMOUR
MANAGIRG DIRECTOR

CoCe ¥R, 0.E. JONWS
M, P. HALEY
DiTe 0. WILBSUN

f Do BOAMAN

¥eed M. BAILEY

This letter had followed closely vpon an exchange of courrespondence between the
tapaging Director and the plaintiff commencing with o leiter dated April 4, 1984 which

read:-~
NATIONAL HOUSING TRUST
16 Oxford Road, Xingston 5, P.0O. Lox 5,000 Phone : $2-96500~9

Aih April; 1984

ME. EGERTON CHaYC

DIRECTOR MORTGAGE OFPERATIONS
NATIONAL HOUSING TRUST

16 CXFORD ROAD

KINGSTON 5

DELN EGERTON:

RE: INSPECTICN WORE PERFORMED EY
NATIONAL BOUSING TRUST GN
BESALF OF THE JAMAILCA MOKTGAGE
BANK ~ BAY FARM VILLAS




TOUKBELF,
SUM OF §7, F v

HOUSING TrUST ON fﬂ{
e RECEIVEDR By ¥OU,

Pakrdﬁrbb I3
MENTLONEE

S’ L WOULL a0 hnCIn
WETHIW THE NEXT TW

YOURS TRULY,

I

SUl/eocveacaseenovs s vo0o0L,0GD00O0 80
WORYN b
MANEGING

6L TetF Wit TUEE ROAL
(::\ . ¢ - KINGSTON 10

The plaintiff had responded to the two letters from

letters dated 5th April, 1384 which read:-
APKIL 5, 1984

F¥r. Morin . Seymouy
Momaging Lircctor
Wationol Bouning Trust
1 Oxtord Foad
Kingston 5,

bear Mr. Seymouyr

(~> I ackoowliedse recsint L your letter dated

Epril 5, TN

Your purperted dlswl
cantroct with me

s iv breach of your
CCepLabate

¥ould you plense
is the couwse for
enclose my reply
whiich Wai {
nt oApril 5, 19d4.

WLunGUL deloy whot

Yours siceerely

A\
/ o o
< Ddfplosocscaonaenonconseonnescs

Ereiton Chang

incl:

CaCo li¥e UK. Jonies
Mr, ¥. haley
Mrs. . Neleow
Mr. f.o RKohsaw

. roiley

Byiw oo
MG

the Managing Director by
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FATIONAL HOUSING TRUST
16 Oxford Road, Kingston 5, P.0O. Box 5,000 Phone: 92-96500-9

APRIL 5, 1984

Mr. torin M. Seymour
Moanaging Director
National lousing Trust
16 Oxford Road
Ringsion

Dear Mr. Serwmovr

R In reply to your letter dated aApril 4, 1984,
(;,f apart fronm acknowledgirng, that the sum of
$«000 passed through my hands to be applied for
the purpose for which it was intended, I cate-
gorically deny any iwplication that I received
the said sum for my own use or benefit.

Yours sincerely

Sf;dnucouvn-oauovn-uﬂc~n
Egerton Chang
Director Mortgage Uperations

(_ \
!
J
S

a survey done Ly Lila ..oy with other wemhors of the stafi assigned to the

The dismisesal oI the plaintiff arose vurn of on iicidzat which related to

Mortgage Depontiuvrn of the Lwrust. 'The surwvey was carried cut during the months
of November to Vecembar 1033,

This work was duve on behslf of the Jamailca Mortgage Hank and had to do
with a Housing Scheme inosn as Bay Farm Villas in which beth organisations were
intevested as Mortgagors and dn respect ¢f which a number of these units had been
(:r?aken over by squatters. As both organisations had representatives on the Boards
“;f eacih other, it was customdry for them to pool their ideas in working out
strategies to rosolve common problems. This particular scheme and the problem it

posed was one euch mariir.



At a meeting of the Jamaica Mortgoge Bank held earlier in 1983 at which
¥r., Morin Seymcur as Managing Director of the National Housing Trust was
present the situatios of the “ceptured units” was raised and he agreed to offer
e ewpertise available at the Pevsing Trust to assist the Jamaica Mortgage Bank
in au attempt at rosolving the problem ot Bay Farm Villas,

As the BMatiomal Housing Trust was reputed tc have 2 better trazk recoxd
in resolving vroblew schomes the plaintiff was wandated te work along with
fir. Owen Swmith, the then Managing Director of the Bank in devising a strategy

almed at arriving at a solution to glleviate the problems enisting at the Bay Farm

, Villas.

A weeting was subseguentiy held to discuss the matter on 27th July, 1983
st the Mortgage bBank. Among the persons present at this meeting were the plain-
tiff from National Housing Truet and Mr. Owen Smith of the Mortgage Bank.
srriving out of the discussions the pluintiff advised the Hanaging Director of
the Bonk that before any stens could be taken tou work out 2 strategy with regards
to the particuiar scheme it would be necessary for a survey involwing individual
inspections to be carried out in respect to each of ths urits affected and for a
roport to be submitted as to the status of the occupiers. The minutes of the
neeting indicate that it wun agreed that the problem being that of the Jamaica
Ucrtgage sank they would pay o wun ¢f $42 dolilars per unic for the iuzga;igacive
work to be done. There is a conflict, however, as to whe was to carry guk thie
{4618 work., The plaintiff’s sccount is thet the arrongewent was ane in which it
was agreed that the members of the svaff attached to ths Mortgage Dopartmeat at
Wational Housing Trust would undertake to de the work outside of normal working
nours and chat they were to e peid for their servicas upon the report heing
srepared and submitted to the Mertgage Bank.

Mr. smith, the Manaping Sirector, on ithe other Land, said that he understood.
vhnt at all Material times be was dealing with the Natiowal Housing Trust. The
report in relation to the meeting held to discuss che mattsr and submitted to the

then Chairman of the Mortgaze Bank, hewever, would tend to suggest that the survey



was £0 be done by an outsise zource. This is further horne out by the fact that
upen receiving the interim roport, Mr. Smith was only too willing and without the

least objection to prepare mn advance of Two Thousa

n

ad Bollars ($2,000.06), which
chegue was drawn ir favour of a “cowpany' controlled by the plaiptiff, when that

cheque was lost a replace:

cheque was prepared aise drawn in favour of the same
COMpPLNY .

There ir nc issue that st 21l material times the awmcunt received by the
plaintiff for the work demp woz not utilised by him. The money was naid over to
a cormittee of the Mortgage Department of the Trust towards funding a Chriscmas
ruyty for the staff of that section. his being what had wotivated the plaintiff
und certain members of the stuff of the Mortgage departmunt to corry out the exer-
cise and to furnish che report to the Jamaica Mortgoge Bank in the first place. They

2

saw tuls as an opportunity piroviding the means wheva by they would be akle to fund
tnelr own Christmas Party. It had beer the custcw in the past for the Trust to
rrapt wonetary contributione to each of the departmernts teo assist in funding their

Christmas festivities. In 1583, however, because of tight financial counstraints

there was a cost cutting exercise which affected this prac:

This resulted in
the Management of the Trust funding one party for the er.ire staff of the Trust. &s
che staff of the mortgope Departwent were still desirous of having thelr own party.

they undertool. the task of the survey for the Mortgage Bank and saw this es the mesis

“hiereby the expenses of the Chardstmas Party would be mst.

s

Mr. Morin Seymeur in his evidence stated that it was his understanding that the
hational Housing Trust was to provide a service to the Jamoica Mortgage Bank and
coturn that the Mortgage Bank wos to pay the Trust a fea for carrying sut this

assignment. This, however, Zs in conflict with the repori submitted by Mr. Cwen Smivh

0 the Chairman of the Hortgape Bank., fis understanding being that “the inspecticu
weve to be carried out by a Boilift". de also saw the Nacvional Housing Trust as

cuetiting from the exevcise as they had problem units in the same scheme. The amouni

Aua for the work to be carvizd out for and on behakf of the Hortgage Bank was to be et
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the Bank and paid over em submission of the report to the person(s) who did the
survey and prepared the report. There is nothing in the evidence emanating from
the accounts of either the plaintiff or Owen Smith when taken as a whole to suggest
that there would be any sum due from the Jamaica Mortgage Bank to the National
Housing Trust as a result of the survey done,

In the light of the evidence as to the manner in which the survey was carried
out; the repcrt prepared and the use to which the sum recelved was put, there
existed no basis upon which the allegation of dishonesty as set out at paragraph 4 of
the defence could be founded. 411 the evidence in the matter went towards establichioy
that the sum received was paid over to a Committee cf the Mcrtgage Department of the
Hational Housing Trust formed tc plane and arrange the Christmas Party, whether it
was first paid uver to a ‘dummy corporation® controlled by the plaintiff before
eventually reaching the hands of the members of the committee is of no relevance.
The fact being that the plaintiff neither scughtacr cbtained any pecuniary benefii
frou the exercise.

There being no evidence of dishonesty onr the plaintiff®s part the critical
issue is given the fact that the money was received and nct padd over to the
Mational Housing Trust whether the plaintiff as the Directur of Mortgage operaticns
in failing to obtain prior approval from his immediate superior Mr. Peter Haley, tho
Deputy Managing Director, that his conduct amcunted to a breach of his fiduclary
Jduty as was to be expected from that of a departmental head. This question clearly
in the light of Mr. Haley‘s evidence which was not seriocusly challenged, and is
accepted, has to be answere:! In the affirmative. The conduct of the plaintiff may
bave been foolish and misguided. One should, however, consider the facts and not the
labels. For a persom who tc borrow the words of Mr. Morin Seymour was “ome of the
finest management practitioners that it has been his experience to work with", ic
sufficient testimony of the level of the plaintiff's competence at the work place.
It is clear that in the light of his conduct that the degree of confidence and trust

that has tc exist between the members cf a Management team to ensure that the
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the plaintiff's part, no louger of any assistance.
ep See Fich

cnisational machinery ef the Trust functioned efficiently this would have been
gravely shaken by the, incident to such an extent as to destroy that confidence.
It is not therefore, cut of disrespect to both counsel if I do not attenpt
2 full examination of the wmawy authorities ecited. woukd be applicable in
lcslar to learned lounsel for the defendant ties relied

¥ Mr., Batts supporiive &
clear instauces of fvaudulent dealings on the pos
criminalicy

lighing

such a nature as to fall witido the bounds of

cact that I heve concluded that chere was no evidence of dishonesty in this case .
L is

Thig
e o g G v . Y P ~
as wiust of the authcri

estan -

of the employecs of

¥

W
KA

s they were of o proposition which went towsnrds

o
v, were in the light of

J

In this regard the cases relia
1?‘"..8 PR

ching and Ice (ompany v. Ansell |

T

frn.

356

(:;5 ot by him being:~ 1. Boston
L5 E.®,  (Rep) 65,
o B.I.V. Limited v. Park foyal Limited [1246] 1 ALL .2,
Je Reading v. Attorney General [1951] 1 ALL E.R. 17
4, Baunders v. Parry [1967] 2 ALL E.R, 80:
¥ 27/1279 Jamaica Telephone Company Limited v. Naticmal Workers Union (unrepor:
W.I.R. 32 -~ these cages

delivered on 20 Decewber, 1979,
Griffiths v. Phoendix #uilding Services Limited {19751 25

when examinced were 2ll Aunstances in which the employees used the employers
a5 aud their conduct

e

seoret profit for themselw
within the line of

e

b
138~ althcugh the plaointiii e

Lin

ai.d resources te moks o
fall scmew

serited summary Jdismissal.
wmy opinicn would
2601 3 ALL  E.E, 988,

fiis conduct T did not

in that case. i
iznissal on the plainciff -

The instant cuase in

deighbour 11
sumzmary d

os to cffect the confidences reguired os

such as Sinclair v.
for

CLSUE
sonduct did not extend as fay e the facts
as folliilpng within the ambit callilng

n a responsible position and bis supericrs and would thereifcw

Dart,
wotween an employee 1

regara
fiis conduct though of such a nature
as to yvesult in his services beirg fercinated, did not however

summary Jismissal but was wore in the uature of conduct calli

such o nature

vz of

dictum of Lord Haugham in Jupiter imsurance Cowpany v. Shrcff

in my opinion meri

for a reprimand. See
dlsmissal of any employee is ¢ gtrong weasure and it can be only in exceptional

it ¢
(1%373 3 ALL E.R. 67 at page 74 where held by Privy Council that “the lmmed’ate
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circumstances that an emplcoyer is acting, properly in sumarily dismissing an erpis e
on his committing a single act of negligence." This would be more so havipg repa:c
to the plaintiff's good record and his proven competence prior to the incident and
for that reason I would hcold that his summary dismissal was in the circumstances
unjustifiable.

Damages.

Clarke J. in C.L. G 13471983 Cecil Godfrey v. &llied Stores Limited (unrep =o'y

delivered on 26th Octcber 1950, a matter involvirg a claim for wrongful dismisscd
said: (page 11)

"Appellate Courts in England and this
Country have laid it down that damapges

for wrongful dismissal connct include
compensation for the wanner of the dismissal,
for injured feelings, or for the fact that
dismissal mokes fresh employwent difficulc.™
Acdis and Gramophone Company Limited

{1908 - 10] ALL E.K. Rep I (B G L) and
Kalser Bauxite Cumpany v. Vincent Cadeen
S.C.C.4. No. 49/81 (unreported).

1 adopt the above Statement by Clarke J. andsthe cases clted as correctiy
stating the law to be applied in determining the mcasure of damages in this case.
In the latter case the Court of Appeal referred to the dictum of Lord Loreburn L.C.
in the former case in which the learned Lord Chancellor said:— (page 3)

"I cannot agree that the manner of dismigsal
affects these damages. Such consicderations
have never been allowed to Influence damages
in thiz kind of case. An expression of Lord
Crleridge C.J. (Mae v. Jones 25 G.B.D. at

p. 108) has been quoted as authority to the
contrary. 1 doubt if the learned Lord Chief
Justice so intended it. If he 4id. I cannot
ayree with him. If there be a dismissal
without notice the employer must pay an
indemnity; htut, that indemmity cannot imclude
ccmpensation either for the injured feelings
of the servant or fur the loss he may sustain
from the fact that his having been dismissed
of itself makes it more difficult for him to
cbtain fresh employment."

I would therefore rescori to the written Contract (Exhibit I) as govermimy thc
plaintiff's conditions of service in determining the sum due tc him. For althcuih
Mr. Frankson had contended that a finding that the plaintiff's services were
wrongfully terminated would in effect mean that he cught to be entitled to his
renumeration for the remainder of the life of the contract, he conceeded that this
had to take intc consideration any alternative employment cbtained by the plain. ‘ot

in the interim.




flaving combed corefully throuph the plaiutiff's testimony. there was no
evidence led ac to whether he was at the time of the hearing rainfully employed,
and if so when he obtained such employment. That beiny sc a Court cunnot speculute
ag to what the factual eituatica was in the absence of any evidence adduced in
suppert of such o fact.

Paving regard to this lacuna in the plaintiffis caose I am left to resort o
the condicions as set out af Clause 3 of the Schedule in the Contract (Exhibit !).

This aliuews for termicaticon of the Contract by three moaths notice in writine -7

the payment of threec mounths calsry and allowances in lieu thoreof. To this would
be added the plaintifi‘s salory aed allowances for the week up to the date of thwe
receipt of the letter of dismissal which when pro-rated awcunts to Flve Hundred and
Forty One Wollars BSeventy Four cents (§541i.74). This would when quantified amount
to Wine Thousand, Seven Hundred and Sixteen Dollars Seventy Four cents ($9.716.74).
T¢ this would be added a2 sum of Four Thousand, One Hundred and Eighty Three Dollars
Eighty Five Cents {(§4.1832.85) beliy vacaticon leave due o the plaintiff.

Apart from this sum the plaintiff has claimed Six Thousand,; Seven Hundred
Dollars ($6,700.00) as being srapuity for the years 1983 - 1964, Under the Contracc,
Clauge 10 of the Schedule, the plaintiff would, “Subject tn satisfactory service, be
eligible on completion of service ¢f each Contract year for @ gratuity at the rate cf

twenty~five percentum (25%) of salary earned during the Contract yezr.®
y P ¥y &

The plaintiff would be entitled to gratuity for 1943, having completed satis-

factory service for thot contract year. As his services were terminated befere

compieting the contract year inm 1984 he would not be entitled to gratuity for that

year. £Ls his basic sulary wag Hiueteen Thousand, Two Pundced Dollars ($1%,280.000

per annum, his pratuity for 19&3 would therefore amount to Four Thousand, Eight duncred

Dollars (§4,800.00). The tozal amount due to the ﬁlaintiff would accordingly be

Nineteen Thousand, Three Hundred and Thirty Two Dollars, Eipghty Nine cents ($19.332.89§#
it was admitted by the plaintiff under cross exomination that there was a loun

of Cpne Thousand, Oue Hundred and Scven Dollars, Seventy fwo cents ($1,107.72) duc

from him to the Trust at the date of the termination of his services, This sum wog ©oo



C

subject of a Counter Claim Ly the

Sefendant.

The plaintiti has,

wr, 4 his Keply to the Defence snd Counter (laim

adini tugd owiny the said sum of One Thousand, One Hundred and Seven Dollars., Sevesly

/

in the Reply to set off that sum against the avoand

&

‘Two ceuts ($1.107.72) and sought

ctf idgs Cladim, When thig amourt is deducted frow the swwm recoverable by the ¢inirod

thiis would result iv the baloace remaining as due te him bein

¥ighteen Thousand,

Two Hundred and Twenty-five Dollars, Seveutcen cents

225,173, To this cator et

vhe plaintiff succeeds on the Clalm and judruent is entored for ndm in the sum of

Fichteen Thousaund, Two ftundred and Twenty~five Dollars, Seventeen ceants (518 S
A Y E

with costs to he agreed or

There will he ne order as o cests 1n respect of tha Defence and Counter Clotiam,



