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e aseertained is wlietlier or not, ini the events
thle riglit to mnaintain thie wall in question, so

,n iPitt street, conferred by the Act menitioned

w, lias corne to an end; and the deterXiflation'
ýnds upon wlietlier tlie wall in question, as MYJ

decided, formed ,In initegral part of the re-

as well as of tlie appellaut's, or, as .5 conl-

aut, it formed part of lier building onlY.

)f it whieli encroaches on, Jitt street, the wlole

i the land of tlie appellant, and it wa8, by tlie

îedonell, the predecessor in titie of the appel-

Spredecessor. in titie of thie respondents, ex-

it it sliould stand on tlie nortlierly bounfdary

to Macdouell, and in the provision of the lease

the right te, fit into the wall beams, etc., it is

rthern wall of Macdonell's building, and again

conveying away the water from the roof it i5

(L.e., Maedonell's) building,"ý and tlie covenafli

!et the building is tliat hie shall ereet it on thc

?rovided that the lessor, Samnuel Ciue., i, to b,

use of the wall « as a partition wall 'betweel

f the said James Macdouiell and any structu'
may tliereafter erect adjoiniug said bilii

de thereof."
liese provisions, taken iu counectiou witl th"u

dich reads thus, « And that the said 8ailu(

rposes aforesaid be at liberty to fi the 8

the James Maedonell building, beaifl,. jo8

ote timbers and other building materias~
be uecessary for the purposes aforesaid -i

)tle same right to use the wall as if it wr

Eien it was so used as it iu f act waa hy biilix

an~d joists of the lessor's building, it becaiW'
a eeSr part of that building witholit ''

,se the wa a3 partition wall and of ftigi

ierdon Clin by the lease to -- dnel


