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determnining these questions Farweil, J., b-ýldl that he was bound to
take judicial cognizance of' the status and boundaries of foreign
states, and if bis personal knowledge of the matter was insufficient
he was bound ta apply to, the. Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs and that his answer would be conclusive on the parties, a
course which he deerned necessary to take in the present case,

VENDOR AND PUROIASIER - CohtpEqsATioi - RSSTRICTIVr COVE?<ANTS-

SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE.

Rudd v. Lascelles (rg--o) i Ch. 8 15, was a purchaser's action forA
specific performance of a contract for the sale of land, %vith com-
pensatio1 on the ground of undisclosed restrictive covenants affect-
ing the propcrty. There was no provision in the contract for
compensation for defects. The covenants in question related to
building and user of the prerriises. The plaintiff claimed that
these covenants depreciated the value of the property £îlooo, and
he stated that he had lost a sale az an advance of £1000 solely on
the ground of the restrictive covenants. Farwell, J., %vas of
opinion that the jurisdiction ta enforce specific performance with
compensation in cases where there is no provision in the contract
regarding compensation rests on the equitable estoppel refèrred to,
in Mortocz v. Butter, 10 Ves. 292, 315, viz., that a vendor repre-
senting and contracting ta seil an estate as his own cannot after-
wards be heard ta say he bas not the entirety. In the present
case there was no representation beyond the mnere offer ta seli, and
the purchaser knew that the vendor %vas ignorant as ta his titie,
so that Farwell, J., considered that there was no such representa-
tion as would raise an equitable estoppel. To enforce the contract
wvith compensation he considered would not be proper, because of
the difficulty of assessing compensation, and because it would be
virtually irnposirig a new contract on the parties, and that the plain-
tifT's owfl staternent that he had lost a sale at £1000 advance would
seem ta indicate that the "ric,.: h e had agreed to pay 'vas the
proper value of the property, subject ta the restrictive covenants. ï
H-e therefore dismissed the action with costs.

COMPARY-SHARE c~riTWICATE-FSTOPPEL -DiRrcToi, DUTY OF~. ..

In Dioe v. Ketitauay (zgoo) i Ch. 833, the plaintiff sued a
joint stock company and the chairmnan of its board of clirectors,
claiming a declaration that the plaintiff was entitled to 3o shares,
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