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a graduai and noicberise in values ii tlic district souith of
the Rideau river. This is relevýant evidenee w'ithin the prili-
ciple-iîf adopted-stated iii the case of Levin v. New York

Elevated R.R. Co. (1901), 165 N.Y. 572...ý....The reason-
ing in that case eommrends itseif to me. Sec Re National Trust
C'o. and Canadian Pacifie TI.W. Co., 5 O.W.N. 221. 29 O.L.R.
462.

1 think the arbitrators right well act upon if in arriving ai

a general basis of value in ftic locality.
Ail the witnesses, bofli for the appellant and respondent,

value the 200 feet on Bank street, w'hieh is takeji. upou a

fronfa-e hasis. the only difference hetween theum leiîîg tht'

amount t0 be aIlowe(i. The figures vary froni .$20) a foot ta

$75 or $80....
Takingr the award as if stands, the 20<0 feet on Bank street

hy a depili of 100 feef represéni 41/I 0fhls of n acre, and,

ealculatedl upon the hasis of $3,500 )( er acre plus the $1,000 for

frontage on Banik street, ifs value works out ai ý1 3.75 per foot

frontage. or $6.25 per' foot less titan the low'est at w hiel arn'

witIless for flhc respondeut lias placed if.

There is liffle, if any, evidence of sales iii ibis district on
Bank street...*

If is somewhat starfling, of course, to find thai tlic highcsi
value, $75 or $8(0 per foot, works oui ai $34,000 per acre. But
Mr. Rogers thinks f his a reasonable value, and] bases, bis ideas

upon the rapid inerease of value within flic pasi few yoars.

The froniage value. ascerfained h)y sfriking an average, is,
on the pari of the appeliant, $62, and], on the part of the
respondent $25.

Taking tlic admission of Mr. C'larke, referred f0 lafer on,

fliat there is enougli filling in th fland exp)ropriated f0 level up

flic 100 feei on ecd side of fthc right of way, tien. upon the

basis of $25 as if now stands, plus the value of flhc filuing,

$4,154, this 200 feet, when lcvelled up, w-ou torne ont at $45

per foot. Dealing witli if at $(GL per foot, anîd deducting thîs

*4,154, tlic lofs, would repri-sont a value of $41 per foot.

Viewing thec question in every aspect, and endeavouring f0

pay due rear t0h le evidence on bof h sides, as wcil aq the

admit ted difflculfies caused by lte lie of thie land, f1wii ecessiiv

of dealing with t he line and flow of fthe ereek, and, what is agreed

upon hy ail, the carrying of flie property for sonie years, I think

if wouid flot lie unreasonable to place fthe pre-sent front age


