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gh iii the seeurity to pay the principal of the debt and the
on, ais Well, so that a purchase would be prejudicial ta the
holder.

«here app;eared to be an absence of satisfactory Proof of the
,endenit origin of the transactions which were set upl as puir-
P,,; and, having regard to the importance attacehed 1w thie
-ts in sucli transactions to candour, publieit ' , anid fair daig
view entertained by the trial Judge could flot 4ecniee
,cous;- and the appeals of the wipn-ode imst, le dlis-
L(d withl Costs.
t was pointed out in the argument that the hunrdholdIers who
ied a retur-n of their 1902 bonds and the cancel lai lot of the
,ýriert for exýchange were not, in this proceediJngý, enittled( to
f en mas.The misrepresentation prve it the trialwa
ht te be mnade applicable to the whole cla.-s there, represefnted.

coul flot be done. Each bondholder \0h sio e the are
L~ and excIhanged his bonds mnust get relief liauee wiLs
)na~lly iiisled-he could iqot take advantage of t he wrong done
lother. 'lhle case should, therefore, go to thie Master to allow
in4ividual bondholders to prove their dlaims forrecson
udgrnent should specially direct that they nia d (o su; indl the
ttr inuist in each case deal wÎth the daimi as if an action for
u;sion and( reinstatement, had been brought bY each 1indi \idnal
Iliolder.
'lie point raised, as above mentioned, that in case of the dis-
,ance of the coupon dlaims, the bondhiolders of' 1907 came
to the Brantford Street Rtaiway bonds., on thautiundertaking

in priority to- the 1902 bondholders, was nut, fulyIý arguedi. If
contention weore to prevaîl, perhaps the holders of 190)7

inged b)ondsl would nut desire to proceed further withi their
is for reinstatemnent. The amount rea.lisedl l)v the sale fromn
railway miiglit become important if the 1902 b)ondhiolders are
icted to the ,section outside B3rantford. Thkese two mnatters
Id bo eonsidlered by the parties interested; and the case mliglit
entioned to thec Court again at, thie opening of the sittings Ii
ary, 1919, ais to the priority of the 1902 mortgage and die
.sity for the division of the amount in C'ourt, wheni thecot
1 aise be dealt with,
'be Corporation of the City of Branitford shotild be fornialiy
j as a party; and the agreement entered into, between counsel
le 1902 1bondholders and the exchangeb1ondlioldiers should b)e
ormed, if desired, so far as in conforinity with the views now

med or those which might be developed later il tihe case wverc-oe again.

Judgmn ow varied.


