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lessors as they might see fit, notwithstanding such bunilding might
interfere with che light or air then, or at any time thereafter,
enjoyed by the lessees or occup’ers of the demised premises. The
lessors owned some property on the opposite side of the street,
and for more than twenty years past no alteration had been made
in the buiidings thereon, but after the plaintiffs’ lease had rmn over
twenty years the defendant, in pursuance of an agreement with
the lessors, pulled down the premises on the opposite side of the
street and crecied new buildings, which admittedly interfered
with the plaintiffs’ light. It was contended that the premises on
which the buildings were erected were not ‘“ adjoining or con-
tiguous " to the demised premises, and that the clause in the lease
above referved to only prevented the erection of the new build-
ings being termad a derogation fro~ the lessor's grant, but did
not prevent the lessees acquiring a prescriptive right to the light;
but North, J., was of opinion that it amounted to an express
agreement that the lessees should only be entitled to the enjoy-
ment of the light until the lessors should see fit to obstruct it.
He, moreover, held that the opposite premises were ‘‘ adjoining
or contiguous " to the demised premises, on the ground that,
according to English law, the plaintiffs’ lease and the defendant’s
agreement passed by implication the subsoil of the street, usque
&d medium filium vie (subject to the rights of the local authority
in the surface of the street) ; but it is open to doubt how far
that reasoning would be applicable in Ontario, having regard to
the provisions of the Municipal Act respecting highways. See
55 Vict., ¢. 42, 85. 524, 525, 527 (O.).
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In ve Fairbairn Engineering Co., (1893) 3 Ch. 450, an appli-
cation was made to North, J., by the liquidators of a company in
liquidation in order to obtain the opinion of the court whether a
general meeting of the company could be called under the Com-
panies Act, 1882, with the sanction of the liquidator, for the pur-
pose of electing directors and sanctioning the exercise by them of
the powers vested in the directors by the articles of association
for enforcing the payment of calls. North, J., held that such
meetings might be called, and directors elected and empowered




