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it the consequences of perjury. Re Re Eldon and Fenrason 6 U n 
Godson and the CUy of Toronto, 275. L J. 207, followed. Re IhZnjaud 

|H.Yer«ed on Appeal]. 1‘aricdale, 372. J ®
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4. Expropriation of land—Reser­
vation of foot strip across street— 
Oamages—Award—Notes of evidence 

Appointment of corporation arbi­
trator Real.] — In an arbitration 
under the Municipal Institutions 
Act between the owners of a foot- 
strip of larid across a public street, 
reserved by them ib laying out their 
property into lots, and which strip 
had been eeqrropriated by a munici­
pal corporation, the

5. Right to pun-chase land—lly-
law—Ultra Vires—Post Office__
Custom House—“For the use of the 
Corporation.”—R S. 0.1887. e. 181 
s. 479(1).]—Held, that a municipal 
corjioration has no. pow^r to pass a 
by-law for the purchase of, land to be 
presented to the Domini 
ment as a site for 
custom-house.
• t,Ro the "sf> o* *l>e craftoration” 
m R. S. O. 1887,0. 184, sj 479 (1) 
do,s not mean merely •‘for the bene-

A by-law shonld statuts purpose 

in its face, donee v. Corjioration 
of lawn of Port Arthur, 474.
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awarded the sum o£ one dollar as the 
value thereof.

On a motion by the land-owners 
to set aside the award,

Held, that they were only entitled 
under R. S. O. cb. 184, sec. 483, to 
such damages as necessarily resulted 
to them from the
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, expropriation ; r S 0*1x17 “{”7* municipality—
that the loss of profit which thev n - • ^ ‘‘18i' *“■ U’
might have obtained in selling their OnVhT ^ Tets—Sdlo°l fund.]— 
lots if the street had been opened <1° ‘I1® o™*'™ of two village muni- 
through by them, could uêtTt t̂ownshiP-

regarded ; nor could thebenefit*hat from uTh„ n »• “ÏÏW .der,ve<1 
would result from the opening to the FUnd” IhL h ,l'° M",nmPahtie$ 
land owners in the localitv, and that , p “ h“d lome yealre P™- 
the actual value of the land to the toThè^chTl approPriate? *>/ by-1“«r 

irrespective of its possible v H I""'Poses oi town- 
speculative value, was the teip of the betweln tL”^8 P.0feli^ divisible 
extort of their loss; «JLÿ V vUW„ m ‘P *nd tl,e
Mdrojiotitan Board of WorksfL R ^I®8* a

37, approved of. ‘ laf dfs^^f " U' °' K
>■ »< also/that under the eirernn- S of
stances of this matter, the omission c/ y”t° r.?ar},mra“<>n «J 
to tie the evidence taken by the 566‘
arbitrators, was not irremediable.

.iftj Mu8knka and Gravenhurst, 6,
Os Ra at p. 367j approved oi.
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ÜET. Municipal election»—Corrupt 

practice»—Bribery by agents—Pve~ 
sumption m to candidate!» intention, of the


