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ﬁm * (8) in that the buildings of the defendant being erected
’}Y::e two, ang that one of these buildings, viz., the western one,
‘?ﬁg@hmt appurtenant to it land having a frontz?.ge on })almer-
bej AVenue of at Jeast 33 feet; and (b) that this building, not
ﬁma Stable or outbuilding, being upon the lot which has a
&ventuage Upon Harbord street, as well as upon Palmerston
'i“ﬁgnf’ has not its front upon Palmerston avenue. And by that
ﬁiee Dt the defendant was restrained from proceedl_ng Vstlth
- mgg :ietlon of the said buildings unless and until the said build-
ﬁ% € altereq so as to conform with the said building restrie-

%TI:]& defendant apparently accepted the decision, and pro-
Cono, o once to alter the so-called buildings to make them
; "l\hr:l With the restrictions.

anq, jp obJecﬁmlS, in short, are that there are two bui.ldi'ngs;
alld, s:, the western one does not conform to the restrictions;
Palm

t:) €ven if only one building, it does not front upon

by the "l avenue, within the true meaning of and as required
Tictions,
e [ -
Judge, fact of there being two buildings, as found by the trial
Wa

Tunp; %0 found as then there was the ‘‘vertical division
the bui S no.rtp and south, extending the whole height of
Thel‘eign ® dividing it into two equal divisions.
thm‘e‘ianoo 00T or other opening in this division wall, so that
hal‘fes £ €ans of access to and from the easterly and westerly

8 o o

f%mg o building ; each half has its independent entrance
s Q0op., - - 8TDOTd street.”” That is now changed. There is
fai'ﬁhaa Y thy

to w8 8 perm ough the vertical wall. It was made in good

ey anent door-way or passage-way, to be finished gmd
ough , m.é"m of the structure. With such an opening,
ireq by ‘l?hel dle wall—called a “fire-wall”’—a fire-wall re-
il;';lhsmg wm:ny torporation—and in a building with the four

§ (ﬁn’g i8 tu 111 }ln.der one roof, I am not able to say that this
and, i . Uildings within the meaning of the restriction ;

ot
1S 1o violation of the injunetion in that re-

Spect, » there
(Refopgy,
2 (o R rence
2, 0
to W :
E::liil‘the amdi:l.lltﬂel:igeq consideration I can give to the plans and
n%f:g will have °nee before me, I am of opinion that this
beloy, . %nvenimltts ont upon Palmerston avenue. It will
' betweg 0 5 largq OF as imposing a front as perhaps should
"N the ge and

costly a building; but that is a matter
fendant o owner and hep ’tenants.
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