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mak-e it fal outwards. A barricade %vas erected on the streE
the plaintiffs were excluded from their shop tiil the wli wvak
to the roof le'vei. The defendants asserted that they nevi
any intention of doing more by way of destruction than the,
obliged to do by the order of the building inspecter, who gav
instructions calling for the demolition cf ail the walls, but adj
that this waill was flot dangerous and there %vas ne need
destruction; yet he refused te modif y is order. The jud
should recite that the defendants assert no right and ne it
to pull down the wall save in obedience to the municipal1
and the order cf the inspecter is8ued thereunder, and thi
inspecter now admits that it is not necessary te pull dew
wall--and thereupon this Court doth not sec fit te make any
this being without prejudice te the rights cf eith 'er party,
the defendants desire and intend te pull down the wall, &-,
any other right te do so. The plaintiffs had failed te shew thi
defendants did anything which gives the pisintiffs a right of
for the damnages claimed. To prevent further litigation, the. d,
ants weoudbe well advised if they shoud retur ote l
the. rent paid for the time tbey wvere eut of possin.

plitif %ee justified in seeking an injuniction, in viewv
facts shewn, and the defendants' notice cf intention te pi
w>sll dewn, and so the. plaintiffs should hiave the general cc
the action, but ne costs cf the dlaim for damages. A. St. G.
for the plaintiffs. H. L. Barnes, for the defendants.
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