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To understand Ille importance of this pont to the appeUwlnt
the situation at the tizue of the valuation should lie stated. The

Blin%.t cmtate were ground landiords of the wester-n lote. whieh,
ineludud thle weusterIy 14 feet of numnber 134 Kfing street. A
righit of reniewiil ecisted in the appellant, who watt in pseso
of moane uf the house un thle lets and[ had lcased other-s. ineluding
numbewr 1;4W deinised to the respondent. The Ross estate weïre
grolindl landltrds ut the easternl lots, whichi ineluidei thle l'est ot
nuiliher 134, and the appellanit hai by oversighit lost hier r-iglit of

enwland so bImd tu give up the buildings on the, lots to Ilhe
then1 gruundlig liliords1 un payment of thleir, Vaile Thle ;ppelilnt

mudtht, riglit uf renewal andl the buildngs on the, Baldwi Aos to
the. thon groundi landiords. To do this thuy bail to avquire the,
buildings on ilt which were uner, Icase. The' rt'ealt was. that the.

value ot the repnetsholdings, linely, 1-24 to 13ý4 king
street west, hail to bce aseer-tained ; andl tliis valuiation \%as, there-
fore, begun. When they bail settîcil with the- respýondent (andu
othesH), they counli deliver possession of ail of theseý lots lo the
theni groluil landiorduspciey Tbyrceel*300 for
their imnst i ail the buses, etc, on the Balldwin lotm, amti liad
yet ts ie pa id for the, bouses, etc., on the Ross lots. And., as the

prsn.gri'l( laniord-S ut thcse lots were' difl'(rent puple,
lhu,w who rtprlitdte Ross lots would, il wattsrd only

have. tu pay for the disjointed lhaitf of numiber 134. Henee a
dvpecitedvalutation ot thle twu halvea ot thait building woud

bue(of avn tag t e appellant in both cases; in the olne iL

wotldý inake the prlofit larger, and in thle other, it woluld enable
her to subinit, possibly wvithout lois,. to al lîke valuiation. \Vhile I

hakve set oui the tacets, 1 do not think that thley affect thle responti-
nir.lgal righis.
There is il unlty ot Itle in tht, bouse in (Puesion as betwe4n

theu appe14llant anil the rsndtbut thle covenants are in separ'-
ie leagSe. Theu que14stionl is, Can the respondent insist on al valua-

tion uipon the ternis mlost favourable Wu hiii as against thle appel.
lart, or, viln the appellant comnpel him, he entureing his coi-
njants, tu ecv ouily the value dercaelby eerne

The aesto bnle, now r0rsne 1vyterepnet wvlr
bjoîl dat"Id the. ))tb .11111v 1892, andl werc entered into after thti,
jaLuilgs in question bai lwico put up. The, appellant iii takiiuz

alvntage of the provii ofu both ot Chru leanes tu obtain :ws

seo t this onie bouse andi ii gctting it intact. The, respondulnt
is bouint te give it lu thev appellant iii that way, ani ]lias nu way

in w hi.b vanl devline tg part wvith une half. Thu apeln s


