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however, to find anything in this case to justify the
arrived at by the arbitrator. On the other hand, it was 8 o,
of the arbitrator to have taken into account the pro abilitys
as he puts it, the certainty, of the by-law being I'epealed ma,qoll
near future. Even apart from what he states was the I idly
for its being passed, the evidence shews that, from the ra;tion
changing nature of that part of the city, it was only 2 :11 cease
of a short time when that part of St. (lair avenue wou y_lg,w,
to be a purely residential neighbourhood, and suc’ " matter
would require to be amended or repealed ; and this 18 @ o 80
which, the authorities shew, the arbitrator should fwke ﬂ;ement
count. Even when it is contingent or uncertain, it 18 2% 7 ne of
which he should take into his consideration—or, a8 P ln’! For
the cases, when they are ‘‘reasonably fair contingencles' anter”
illustration of these rules see Hilcoat v. Archbishop © and St
bury, 10 C.B. 327; Re City and South London R.W. (C((;ésﬁlinsky
Mary’s Woolnoth, [1903] 2 K.B. 728, [1905] A.C. ; [1908]
v. Manchester, approved in Re Lucas and Chesterfie ’p- 1023
1 K.B. 16; Browne and Allan on Compensation, ond ecs
Cripps on Compensation, 5th ed., p. 117
It would, indeed, be a gross abuse 0
upon the city eorporation, if it should be p
to depreciate the value of property which it was & ou thats
It was also urged on behalf of the eity COI'Poratloqns
if the by-law of the 23rd June, 1911, were I_lo_t,an‘l his beir{g
obstacle in the way of the appellant, the POSSIblhty oure da‘telz
able to use the land in question for stores at some ‘111 gome i
too remote to found a claim for compensation up(fne' fitabl?
the expert witnesses speak of its being likely’ ’to
used for such a purpose ‘‘in the near fll;‘};'e ;ot .
‘‘eighteen months at the very latest;’’ while &% ‘ties :
or less indefinitely as to the prospects. 'I:he authol'lzn feawr
cited shew that a much more remote periot 5
contingencies, are proper matters for arbitrators q
take into account. be
The appeal in this case should, conseque“ﬂy’ may
the award referred back to the arbitrator g B hti) heal
foregoing matters into aceount, with the T8 " desi
evidence if he considers the same to be necessary : 500

' T
f the power gon%wefs
able to uSe ST quire
eve?

Hopeins, J.A., gave reasons in writin
clusion.

Garrow and Mageg, JJ.A., also concurred: o
Appeal allowed wh




