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,y severance miust be that the lands taken are se conneuted with,
or related te, the laad left, that the owner of the latter is preju-
diced in his ability te use or dispose of them te advantage by
reason of the severance. The bare fact thiat before the exercise
of the compulsery power to take land he was the con* -non owner
of both parcels is insufficient, for in such case taking some of his
land docs ne more harm te the rest than weuld have heen done if
the land talken had belonged te his neighbour . ." The owvner
of the lands taken in this case was, as the Committee found. "onle
ow-ner of many holdings, but theie was flot one holding, for did
his unity of ownership conduce te the advant-age oz. protection of
them all as one holding," and therefore, as the Committee hield, the
claini for damages for severance could net be maintaied. The
dlaim in respect of vibration, noise and smoke was, the Committee,
held, a dlaim arising out of the prospective use by the ritilway
of the land taken, and w-as, as the Corm..ittee held, quite distinct
fromn damage caused by the construction of the railway, a-Pd "it
is well settled by decisions of the highest authority " that, the use
of land taken dees net give rise te a dlaim for compensation.

CONII'ANxv DirEFCTORs--BREACII 0F DUTY-IATIFICATION BY
GENERAL -MEETING-XO'ÇTINGC POWER 0F DIREcroRs.

(9kv. Dceks (1916) A.C. 5.54. This was an appeai from tlhe
Appeflate Division of the Supreîne Court of Ontario 33 O.L.R.
209. The facts were that three directo.' of a construction com-
panv in brezach ef their dutv as directors ol)îaînedl a Construction
rontract for themselves, te the exclusion of the company and
therelb* in effeet became trustees of the henefits of the contract
for the' eompany. By- their votes as holdeèrs of three-'quarters of
the issucd shares of the comipanv they passed a resolition at a
general meeting cf sharehohiers declaring that th( eompanY had
no mnterest in the contract. The Court helow held that the
resolution w-as valid and hindmig oii the companv, but the Judicial
Comnnittee cf the Privy Couincil LJord Buckmaster, L.C. and
Lords Ilaldane, Parker and S1îniner), were cf th( opinion that
the benefit cf the eontract belonge<l in equitv tc the conîpanv
and that the three directors eould not valil, use thvir voting
power t o deprive t lie ccml)anv of t hat henefit ai vest it in t hem-
selves. Thev aeeordingly (lirecte<l an aceount for the benlefit
of lie Comp)any, but gave th-, ceiluet of the I)roee(ings te the
plaint iff.
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