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IO.MRI. JUSTIcE BIIITTO\ ý:-Thce judgrnint of Teetzel,
J., is (1) tlat tie b)uildinIg thien iii course of crection con-
traveneti the building restlictiolis; (a) ini that the buildings
of defendant being erecteti were two, and that one of these
buildings, viz., the western one, bas not appurtenant to it land
having a frontage on P>almerston avenue of at least 33 feet-
and (b) that this building not being a stable or outbuilding
being upon the lot which lias a frontage upon Ilarbord street
as wclI as upon Palmierston avenue-not its front on Palmner-
ston avenuc-and by that judgment the defendant was re-
strained from proceeding With the erection of said building,
unless and until the said buildings are altered so as to conforrn
with the said building restrictions.

The rensons for the decision of the Jcarned trial Juïdge
are reported in 22 0. W. R. 767..

The defendant aPParently accepted the ýdecision and pro-
ceeded at once to alter the so-called buildings to make them-
conform with the restrictions.

The objections ini short are that there are two buildings~
anti il so the western one docs not conform, to the restrictions
-anti that even il only one building it does not; front upon
Palmerston avenue, within the true nieaning of and as re-
quireti by the restrictions.

The fact of there being, two buildings, as found by the

'trial Judge, was 80 founti as then there was the vertical divi-
sion Wall nunning north and south, extending the whole
hieiglit of the building, dividing it into two equal divisions

. . " Tere ia no.door or other opening in this division
Wall 80 thlat thiere is no mneang of access to or from the easterly
halves Of the building. Each hli lias its independent en-
trance fae-ingý Upon Ilarbord 8treet." That ia now changed-
thecre is a door-way through that vertical wall. It was matie in
g00d faith as a Permanent door--or passage-way-to be fur-'
nished and to rennain as'part o! the structure--wîth-si.ch an
opening through a mniddle wal-.called a fire wall-a lre wall
required by the cîty-and in a building with the four en-
closing walls, ahl under. one roof, I amrn not able to say that
this .building la two buildings within the meaning o! the re-
striction--and if not there i8 no violation of the injunction in
that respect. The case, Ilford"Parks Estate Ltd. v. Jacob,


