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L64:. "The question is the damage whieh land bas sustained
the entting down of trees. The opinion of A., a fariner, that
land was worth $5,000 before, and but $1,000, after, the cut-

e, is admissible. The opinion ýof A. that the land was depre-
ýed $4,000 in value by the injury is inadmissible." In other
-ds, the witness may not do a suin in subtraetion.
Then objection is taken to the admission of evidence as to
band value of this and other hotel buildings, and of the

ue of the hotel building if put to other purposes. Ail that
an sa.y on this point is that if that evidence was improperly
aitted, if it were strieken out, there is abundant evidence te
ýport the Master's judgment. 1 amn of the opinion, therefore,
t this appeal mnust be dismissed with costs.
There were circumstances about the case which inclined mie
favour relieving the plaintiff frein the penalty of costs, but
- rule is generaily inexorable, and the plaintiff did not rest
itent with one appeal.
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