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the latter only being in accord with the statute, as I have alre?

mentioned. { ., the
The legislature has plainly permitted interference wit e
ownership of land identi i to the s
p of land, on a residential street, n regard toth e
from such street at which buildings fronting upon it ) 4 ugs;
erected, but that only. Apply that to this case: the land 12 %pon
tion fronts on St. Clair avenue; one of its gide-lines only 13111 gt
Avenue road; the house intended to be built is to fron Okinéy
Clair Avenue only ; there is not to be even a way in, of a1y only
on Avenue road ; the building will be numbered, an _knowx,l nce
by its number, on St. Clair avenue; there is not a ciret®® S
that would, in ordinary common sense, warrant the ass€ oneé;
Avenue road is in front of it; nor can I think that a‘n}:ﬂmﬂd
even though those who uphold the judgment in (luestlollll(’a buil‘d’
ever dream—outside of Osgoode Hall—of saying that * 1d be in
ing is to front on Avenue road, or that Avenue road warE
front of it.
This view of the case is also strengthened by the words o
ings on residential streets,’’ contained in the Statutg'/ ith 2
would think of describing the building to be erected™ 4 glf0-
means of access to it from Avenue road, but actud yue onlf”
gether fronting on and having access to St. Clar aver gnd ¥
as ““on’’ Avenue road; it would be numbered, 'name‘e’ additlon
variably described as ‘‘on’’ St. Clair avenue: iy M
perhaps occasionally of, ‘‘at the corner of Avenu® r?la i g js B
My conclusion, then, is, that the propose b::i and 80 o
within the by-law, which relates only to Avenue Irodty b
affect only lots fronting upon it. py-law mig™
If St. Clair avenue be a residential streets o ald
have included it, but does not. this €4 wo o
Also, that, if the by-law followed the statu_tey nt
be within it, because the proposed puilding i8 10
Avenue road, but is to front on St. Clair ayenie
be affected only by a by-law respecting that
my opinion, the street in front of a building 18:
ment, the one really in front of it, noi:jiIl*)t_her . of it
no one would ever think of deseribing a8 W ean
I have not considered whether the legls_la’tlon The
to a part of a street; the point was not raise .ay
pressly provides that the prohibited distance ™ ¢ the
different parts of the same street, put not tha
may be applied to any part of any street. racter tho
The legislation is confiscatory in its chaene 1 be?
course, intended to be put in force for the &

¢ buﬂd’
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