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word "adjoinixg 'means actually contiguous. As to the. former
of those cases, thje learned judge pointed out that it turned Anpoln
the. eonhtruction of a penal, statute, whieh drew a distinction
between the words "adjoining" and "belonging to" in stieh a t

way as to narrow the meaning of the word " adjoining. " In the
other case, hoe said, tho two sets of promnises were separated -by a 4f
block of buildixigs, and one was ini onie street and the other in
another, The Court of Appeal, on the. other hand, cameo to the
conclus;on that the words must be eonstrued in their ordinary
sense-that is to say, as nieaning actually contiguous, and flot as
meaning "near to" the plaintiffs' property,

Another decision to the saine eftect is to be found in Witite v.
Hlarrow; Harrow v. Marytebone Di8triiot Property Company,
Liiifd, 86 L.- T. Rep. 4. Tfhere an underlease contained a
euveflant b:, the lessee that he Nvould flot "lobject to eny works Wo
adjoining prernises" that inight be sanetioned by or on behalf of
the lessor or the superior landiords or landiord. A company had
acquired an interest in certain property adjoining the demised 7ýý5i
premises, and, with the approval of the lessor, were proposing to 1e*>!
ereet thereon sorie buildings which, as the leusee alleged, would b
obstruet the access of light hitherto enjoyed by hus premises. M
The Court of Appeal decided that the words "adjoining pre-
mnises" did flot Pxtend to any buildings whioh were situated near
enough to affect naterially the. demised promises by obstructing
easements, but only to buildinga which came into physical con-
tact with the denmised promises; that "adjbining" meant adjoin-
ing ini the sense ini which it w&q used in s. 90 of the London
Building Act, 1894, and could flot be used in tihe sense of
"neighbouring; " and that, consequezit1y, the. leusee was not

preeluded on that ground froin objecting to the ereotion of the
buildings.

Ilavinq regard, therefore, to the two deoisions of the Court of
Appeal in IRtte years, it iii manifestly erroneous to read 'adjoin-
ing" in a legal instrument as having the. same mneaning as "ad-
jacent, " unless-as was the foundation of the decisi-ons above
cited of judges of first instance-there jse 'me special re;son to >4

the. contrary in the eircunistannes of the case.-Law Bu'*,Eg.


