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The appeal was heard by GARROW, MACLAREN, Mprsp!? ﬁr

Mageg, and Hopgixs, JJ.A. i
W. C. Chisholm, K.C., for the appellant. gl
G. R. Geary, K.C., for the respondents.

The judgment of the Court was delivered by e bl
J.A.:.—It may be that there may be four fronts to @ hoes that
indeed eight, or more or less than eight; but how dgut onés
affect the case of a house indubitably intended to l.mtle 'nteﬁ ed
and that front upon the highway on which the lot it 18275
to be built upon also fronts—St. Clair avenue? . petiné

In this Province, where nearly all lands, and PP 0st
streets, are laid out in rectangular fashion,
invariably, lots are laid out fronting upon som
other highway, no one would ever think of saylng it i pu”
fronted upon any highway except that upon whic nevefw
bered ; lot 10 in the 10th concession, for instance, wall 4 i no¥
said to front upon the side-road between lots anue f;-oxlte‘1
would it ever be said that any lot on St. Claxr.avellllpon
on any other street, although a corner Jot abutting "* 4 peary
street ; nor if the land in question were sold, as sue
always is, at so much a foot ‘“frontage,’ WOU ap
of measuring all the four fronts of the lot to maket on P gty
or of charging more than for the width of the " in mﬁﬁy
avenue ; nor would any one, unless very hard d!‘lv?navenue red ad
seek refuge in an assertion that any Jot on St Clair venué g
fronts on Avenue road, any more than & "0, " i ed the
fronts on St. Clair avenue. And all this e efsronting’ > i

e concessm’ ’ Jot

as
. did
not with greater, force, to a building actu? yue' put, if it %5.
land it is built upon does, upon St. Clair avel:]se’ althotS 1o
not, would still be of vital importance, becaho‘;se’ the byit‘iﬁ
legislation deals only with the front of the ¢ upon whlchu Jots
in question deals, and deals only, with tl}e o g tl}e (8
built—*‘No building shall . . . be b“‘“rg,;ment here ' jg &
fronting or abutting _ .7 1In the al in q
assumed throughout on all sides that . a:)lne of its side Ja¥
lot on St. Clair avenue, and not, except a8 be within ion does
on Avenue road; and, if so, how can o4 h the Jogisl? ord 28
except under the word ‘“abutting, w}:;ding of twﬂéﬁ,ﬂ i
not authorise? It would seem from thedoes not i Jude 4 ffect
the municipal council saw that the Act Jaw t0 extend1 of &
as that in question, and sought in the by from B per“”imhﬂk ‘
Mueh of this can be easily learne Aet; TP

A rveys
statutes of the Provinee, especially the Su

and Wher®el gt




