
112]M'DONALD v. EDEY.

lapping eave kceps the 18 inches of space betwcen the
bouses dry and prevents the walls bccoming wet and so
injured, is not to bc ovcrlooked. The plaintîifs stood by
and did not in any way complain of this, when the building
was located; and while 1 think some allowance sbould be
inade upon tbis bead, 1l do not tbink it should be large.

As to the flooring-, the specificat ionis called for flooring
not excecding 4½/ý inches iii widtb. About 30 per cent. of
tbat actually laid down wvas 51/2 inches in width. This
rendiers tbe floor boards more hable to warp and to bave
%vider cracks ini shrinking.

I have diflieulty in assessing wb at tbe real damage is.
The arebitect was to be allowed fr4e pe cent. coimmission
upon tbc crection, or $200 in ail. Iliclbas rcceîved $50.

After giv ing the inatter the best consideration 1 can,
an laiig i vcwte xgerated laîis originally made-

eomc of wbiubi were I)resse1 at the trial-I tbink tbat the
best solution of the nmatter is to direct the defendant to re-
fund titis $50, and ho set off the plaintifTs' claimr for dam-
ages against the defendant's dlain for commission. In other
words, I assess the dainages at $200, the amount whîch would
be payable for commission.

1 give neither party any costs.
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