
19131 I)O!ULASS v. BIiLEN.

line. T1'le qUutiofl iroe about the defendant güttiug light,
and Standish said further, -It is aluiost a certainty that
Mr. Bullen will so build."

011 the 24th May Mr. Woods replied, saying that if de-
fendant wants ta purcliase 4Lot Iiiin iiake an offor ;nid I
ivili eonsifler it," and hie further said that lie was in toueh
witli an institution, ani price namd was .$20,000. Hie aise
statcd thiat hoe would consider an offer, but that defeudaut
could net go throughi bis bouse to inspeet it.

On the 28th dofendant's solicitor wrote dJelihnLug ta
niake anty affer to purchase withiout inspeetion, but inviting
negotiations as to riglit of liglit aver soutborlv ten feet of
plaintiffs' land. On the sanie day dofendant's solicitor
wvrote a further letter ta Mr. Woods which is as follows.

SSince writing to Yont this morning it lias oucuirred ta
tue that in putting in the toundations of thc -Athelina " it
ili 1) necessary to reove the fence in the rear of 91

Breadaibane street, the oid fonce. Mr. Bullen wishes to
give you as littie trouble as possible ani wvould bo gladl ta
know if voit have any suggestions ta inakoe in regard ta the
niattor. H1e woiuld like to ineet vour views so far as îaay hoe."

The~ plaintifl's thon placed the natter in the bands of
their solicitors, xvho ivrote ta defendant's solicitors on the
3rd June, threatening that unless defendant was l)rup~iIr4
to mako amrends for his trespass it wvould hoe ueocesary ta
commeflnce aui action andi apply for an injunction. To this
defendant's solicitors reply, discussing the question of aid
fonces being in direct lino of the northerly houndlary, ani
inntioning that there ivas an overhanging cave to the north
of the north ivall of the stable, and closing thus, " OuLr client
bas not the -lightest intention of encroaohing În any way
on ou r clîcnt's j)roperty, and has net donc so. You ii
surely admit that aur client is entitled t(> huild up ta the
limit of bis own property and hoe proposes ta do this." " This
tirait is shewn on the survoy whieh vait have exauîiinedl."

'l'le plaintiffs' solicitors in lettor of thc 7th June, toek
exceptions~ lt, to the statemient tlîat deofeidant lîad net ex-
tended bis building operations be.vand whait lie was entitled
to do, and also as ta the survey being correct. Tho plaýintiffs'
solicitors thought it would ho onlv propor ta issue a writ.
On the 8th Jane defendant's solièitars wrate ant arguîiueuta-
[ive letter in rely. and gave the plaintiffs niotice that if bvy
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