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The award seemns to rest înainly upon the comparison afforded
by the sales of the property on- the corner of Peter and Mercer
streets, about 80 feet north of Wellington street.

Judged hy this standard, and having regard te the probable
mewrease in value during a short period before the location of
theo railway' was dflnitely settled, it is flot difficuit to arrive at
a value of $335 a foot upon the Peter street fronitage, on the
l4th February, 1912. The difference in depth front Peter street
îs 67 fret, or about fifty per cent. greater i favour of the re-
spondents' lot, and is enough te allow an independont frontage
on Wellington street of 60 feet. But the fair rt,.suit of ail the
evidence, admissible or iamsbldoes net warranit mn ad-
varice beyond $335 a foot, aind indeed renders it iloubtful whe-
thier that is nlot too higli.

It is nlot neci-aary toeconsider thequsto of tht, admis-
sibility* of the (evidenice objected to as based merely on informa-
tionl abouit reportcd sales and transactions without any first-hand

kneledeas the award, te the citent 1 have indieated, inav 1we
supported wVithout it.

Nor is it ineumbent on us te deterinine whether the proper
concluision to be rw from thie reaisons given by the leairned
Couiity Court Judgt, (onec of the arbitrators) îs that he arrîvedj
at thie rateý of 4368.50 per foot by adding ten per ent. Ie whiat
lic thiouight %Nw thei truc value of thev land in questîin, or whethier
lie meelntended to îidieate, thait, viewed as a coinpulsorY plu-
clitse, the( rate of $368.50 per foot was9 juatifiedi, apart front thiat
addition.

It may ntio, hiowever, be ouit of plIace( to poinut euit thaýt thetre is
no express authority for adding tenl per cenit. exepqt ini one
section of thle Muiipial Avt. Mr. Juistice( Burbidge, in, Symonds
v. Thie King (10)8 EX. ('.1.R 19 allows it as8 be'ing usuaVL in
cases wliere the ac0tuILd value of lands eau bceclo)sely and( accur-
ately degterinied. It is said te be, the practice in England,
t110o1g1 it dioie nlot s'"ni toý 1e ccet as settled law, Se Jo(rvi.
v. Newcastle and Gitteshiead Wa1tVr Ce. (18!J5), 13 Times L.R.
14.

Mrll. Crpp, great authority, uponl compensaLtion, speka or
it ais -0on l utifi(ed as part of titi valutation and neti as an addi1-
tien thereýtto:" 5tb (d., p. 111. Arnold on Damiages and C'om-
penlsationi, iii his work publislhed this year, adopta titis state
ment, p). 230.

I3otli these quei(stions can be left to lie settled wheni thley
airise inl sucl a way as to require deteriaitiOni.


