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apîpeal f rom the judgment of the Court of Appeal for Ontario
redueing the amount awarded by arbitrators for land expropriated
for the purpose of a railway. The la.nd expropriated incluued a
lied of shale, and if the owners were entitled to compensation
therefor it was agrecd the award was to be for'$2,O,820, and if
flot th -n only for $119.831. The Judicial Committee of the Privv
Council (Lord Haldane, L.C., and Lords Loreburn, Moultoil.
and Suimner, and Sir Gco. Farewell -) point out that the proiisions
of the Canadian Railwav Act differ frein those of the English
Raihi-av (*Iaus. ('onsolidatioji Art (1845) in that under the
Canndian Art a co,,npa.nv acquiring the surface has a right to
support front minerai, under and adjacent to the land expro-
priated. whereas uinder the English Act the expropriators do not
:t"quirf- a right to support unless such right is expressly hought
an(. paid for. Their Iordships: therefore dissented from the~
judgment of the' Court of Appeai. and held that the owner Wais
entitled to the larger mni

(<>PEN ~TON- ;I ~N OF L.ANDI To SOt -IETY .SUBJUT TE> A~ t

DITIt)S POP lEtI'IN-II fOF RUA;IT Tf> ((NVFY-

U",rrie v. llarlIritil 11914) A.. M36;. This w.àas an lmpi-aI
fronut the- jîudgmnn of t 1e Ifigh C ourt of Australia îni-en on aum
atplm.il froui au :ward iii the following ciremînistances. Thit
crown had granted to tru.-tees for the- Accihnîiatization Socie-t v
of QmuieciJr.nd a :nd, iq, be u~ only for the purpore, of th(-

scebut witb p.uwPr to seil the land orIl h oalailot

for a park or to a certaint agrieultural aissociationl the proceed.s to
be invested and th(- ueone tustit for the purposes of the socicî v.
Thi, grant ak o pr()vid((! that the (<,vc-rnment unight rsiiiume
possession, *paving îlw value of th- land."' The Governnwent
exerrieic t his right. and ilbu que-ztion wws omn what b:asis tht(
value of the land was to be asccrtained. The Australian Co<urt
Imed that the trustees v.ere entitled to 1>e paid the full vaille of the'
land without regard to the restrictions on the trustee&-s rîghts iii
the land, but the Judicial ('ommit tee of the Privv Coticii <Lords
D)unedin, Atkin.'on, 9-d Suumner, and Sir Joshua Williamns)
diss-vnuted froin this view, and lieid th.at the value muust he ascer-
tained having regard to the reiîfdrighis on wihic)i the ýru.,dvv,
held the lanîd.


