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*FOSTER v. BROWN.

-Excavation i- thrwlof Laieral Support from Land
Neighbour-Failure to M1ai ntai n Retaining WUSbi

ioe of Neighbour's Land-Liability of Owner Acquirinu Land
ër Excavation Made.

»Ie hy the plaintili from the judgnient of the County Court
ý4mnty of York dismissing the action as agsinst the defend-
>ert E. Brown.
!action was brought lu the County Court againat Walter

wn and Albert E. Brown for damages for injury to the


