
iiothing in the. statute to initerfere with its etymological
Drdinary meaulug: City of Toronto v. Ontario aud Quebe
W. Co., 22 O.R. 344.

The word "location" is used in the. statute in its prix
and proper import, as given iu Lathani's Johnsou's Dictio
(sub voce>, namely: "Situation with regard to place; a(
placing; site of being- placed' Read the. clausýe with this
stitution of words: "?rohibit the situation with regard to
of an apartment houa. on the street. Prohibit the act of
ing a house on the street. 'Prohibit the. site of house 1
placed on the atreet." Any of thepe substitutes brinugs ou
meaning, which le forbidding the locus beiug used for the
pose of putting an apartni.nt house tiiereon.

The eontext and intent of the statute aud by-law
forbid the placing of an arteut bouse ou that site.
preparation of the plans and seication was no more tI.
prellxninary te the application for a permit; and the. pe
when granted, waa meey t» erect the proposed building,

thegratig o ths ermt u t th dte of itsrevoci
aud no case of estoppel can be made out. The. permit to
may b. regarded as a les to build; but that the. owner i
withdraw froin, as igIht also the city, in case the situatioi
net dxanged, in pursuance of the lens. No such chan
jproved here; th~e only chneapasto b. a steady inere,
the value of the land.

We cannot msaetheoic of the. Legislature; the 1
tiffs, as apublie bodar ale on toenfore it inp
residential neighbuhos W-ileW It may bear hardly o:
individual owner, who is amed lu the free enjoyme
bis property, still it is on of th0fet f advanciug civi
aud auienity that for the saeo rpneaig advantaý
the whole locality, oee oreo a hv osfe
vation.

This is said toe a etcs, 6ovn asoeo
permits; and, this bigsadtepnten without ai

it, t ees itin, hie e evrs te eulin nappe

The injunetion lucnine nefntl wbile the pr
tien continues.
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resens lu writing.


