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tu us, as we 4consider we have the prior right and are willing to
pay any reasonable arnount for a dced of the saniu.*

JIeld, that the above lettet' was an acknowledgnient of the
(2rown's titie, and interruptcd the operation of the statute in
defendants' favour.

A4. E. Fripp, K.X., for defcîidant.

A lI(ltte, .J JI)e2. 9, 1915.
T7iF KINC, E:X nI~iTTORNFYrEY.ENERAL OF (IANADA V.

YCLAUGHLIN.

E.rropia io~-(o »pensalioii-Offer M4!ade Be fore I.form atio i
#'i7l-Amioiii of Offer iiot Base< upon Pro per A'lvatiou
- Market Ialite- Marketl'Vallie Established 1uy Sales-
('osts.

L. where ail offei' of compensatiol? is made to the cwneri bythe' (rOwn pr'ior ta- legal proceedings being taken to mec<-t 4in
the value of the lands expropriated, such ofier, if it is extrava-gant whcni tested by the evidence hwfore the Court, is not shcwnto have hecii based on ani' proper valuaiion, and is. niorcover.imide with a v;ew to a settienient of the elaini wibhout litigation,the eourt w-li not rvegard it as evidence of the true market
valne of the ]and.

2. I'.veii whcin the ainount rceovered is so inuch lems thanthat clainwd as bo rinake the latter' appear extravagant if negotia-tionq for a settlrniit pri>1 to action broughbt involve an offer byIhe Crown far in exeess of the sum offered bv the information,the defendant ought flot to he deprived of bis costs.
McLeod v. Th#, Kig, 2 Ex. C.R. 106, considered and dis-tiiiguished: Th(< Kiiifl v. Woodlork, 15 Ex. C.R. 403, referred to.
3. The prices paid foi- properties pure.hascd iin the iniediatencighhourhoo4 of landI exproprjated afford the ;)est test and thesafest 9tarbing poinit for ail enqijiry into bue triuc market valueoif the lands baken.
G;. G. Sicivart, K.. auid E. 7oxschcrcaiu, fo- plaintifi' Pl..11firphtj. K.C.. and A1. Lait,'ù' for defenîatst


