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ý$25G.5O. The option fur-ther provided that the owner wax te
*hbave a farmn-crossinig on eaceh lot," but made no reference to

draiage.It appeared that the lots were, at the timie of the
option, sub1ject to a miortgage, and that the company 's solicitors
had partly arranged with the- inortgagee to pay off a portion of
the mtgemoesatid obtaini a release therefrom of
the strip taken for- the rvla. The matters of titie hadl beeii
arranged, wheni the ownier deelinied to execute a eonveyance or
accept the mooney; thMs motion was made in eonsequence.

lu answer, Buc(kley filedl ani affidlavit in which lie set up an
or-al areieet with the eopn sengineer-s and officiais as to
the mlanner iin whie1h the erossinigs should be miade, as te non-.
îinterference with luis drainage, damiage f romi overflow of water,
the fillimng ini of a natural watcrcouirse, axud dlamlage fml blastin1g.

The learnevd J'udgýe wvas of' opinion that the compensation
stipullatedi for ini the optioni was 'ompiensa;,tiont withini sce. 210);
but that the mnatters ini dispuite, sucli as farm-erosslins and
dr1ainage, were-( properly the( subhject of coideriation anid deter-
mnination by the Railway I3voard.

Order madue allowing the comiparny topay the moniey into
Court as askedl, withottpriejui(e te any application which the

ownr ight mnake Wo the Board or any action hie might other-
%vise take with rfeneto the miatters referred to ini bis affi-
dtavit andl the alleged enilateral agr-eement;: the amont paid in
o lie ubeto the termns (if sec., 213 of the Ad., No costa of the

apphientioli.
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Fraiid and Mirpeetto-aeof Bsns-ers
tations as Io whnt was IntddEiec--otiAto y

Pe vak, Weineri, and( Bermian againamt Finkeiste(,in aind 'Dobin-
sk>' for a dleelairaýtioni that, oothing was duie uipon a certini mort.
gage madt(e hby the, plaintiffa andi for- dlainages for- filisrepre1'senlta.
tienis ulpon thet sale of a mnoving pictuire theatre buisiness and
plant. The plintiffs alleged1 that the dlefeidanits fidsely* repre-
,iented te the plaintifrs Weiner andl Bernn that the diefeindants
hadi pid for the leamehold interest andl eha.ttels $1,970, andff that
they weethe owners- of the mnoving pictuire machines, gooda and
ieffee-ts, eonisiiting of lamips, fixturies. mnachinery, office furniture,
andl more than 400 thentre ohairs, and that the niet profits of thue
businessi hadi nover beeni less: thani $25 weekly* , ami that they
aIseo falselY and fraidfulently representedl to the plaintiff Persof..


