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coudd bave~ adopted either of two other cussopen. These
were: (1) of either declininig to sanction the location ap$lied
for, or (2) of intimnating that tliey would only sanction the
ýocation if steps were take~n to make a deviation or detour,
3ec. 159I (3) pi'oviding for the case of sanctioni of a deviation

)fnot m<Çre than one mile. To put the B3oard, whieh lad
'hese options before IL, In the position of having uncondi-
linally approved of the location of the railway along the
,freets named, and te do se by writing out the condition
which appears upon the face ofi the order, appear in their

Lordsbips' judgment, to be neither fair te the Boar~d itselW
,ior tothe miiipality, nor tothe stet ocend h

)rde tsland ot the meecnitomstfland the
Datis il b lfttocoe o freh arngement under a

ýiewappicaion nd ccodin to the cireumstances, legisla-
-iveand thewiseat his ate

Their Lordships will hurnblyadvise IRis Majesty that th~e

ju et appealed from bereversed, and that the order

;ons as te ceets in the courts below te stand,hbut there beixng
io rder as tocostsin thepresent ppeal.

Batten, Proffitt & Scott, solicitors for appellants.
Blak~e & Rqdden, solic~itos for the respdents.


