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Somne thrce weeks after this-on the Gtli February, 1912
-he Rihodes Company assigned its ]case, and the reversion
in the sub-lease, to the Jlailway Bquipment Company of
Torontio, Limited. Notice of this assigniment was not given
to theo plaintifTs unitil the 211d November, 1912.

lui the operation of the business carried on by the plain-
tiff -ornipanv tlie manufacture of "waste" from the re-
fuse from cotton nijils-the crude material reeeived from
the ils is plaüeti in a machine in which flie fibres are tomn
apairt amil >eparatedl. There is a risk of some stone, nail,
or otheor foreigii iniatter getting into this machine, w'len by
reasýon of lil contact with the revolving steel parts a sparh-
may ' ri-vit, ami the separated cotton fibre, being of a highly
in1flaimmabhle nature, a l'ire nuay occair, wbich would bie sudden
awl viole1tnt in its nature;. consequently the operation of titis
machine isý recognized as being hightly dangerous f rom the
ire stand(poinit. Tt was for titis purpose that the plainiffs

ohtaititd pe-rmision in the sub-lease te construet the fire-
proof room. The nature of the business to bic icarried on
was proiabl ' uinderstood by the lessors at the time of thfis

su-es;but, if se, hoth parties contemplated that a fire-
proof roomi woffld be sufficient security.

At the timeý of the inaking of the sub-lease the head,
leane asnot produeed nor could it be found. No adequate
searcbI wns mnade for it, no enquiry was even made from
the esrs s that the provision of the eseagainst the
carry' ing on of any business which would incrcase the in-
aUrance rates was net known to the plaintifsý.

SIbortly' after the business was cumuu-enced, objection was
ta.ken by the insurance companies to tlic inereased risk, and
dte insuiranice on tbe entire building and its, contients was

eanelled Theresuit was that thec lessors, flic 'aaaMall-
leable ?ag Company brouight an action and friliy oh-
tainedl ani irijunetion restraining the operation of the
mnacinesý in question in the premises. This no doubt plaeed
the plaintiffs in a very serions position. They had the ]case;
they* lia(] n other premises; premises of the kind niecessary
for buisinesszý were not easily' obtainahle, and their business
calledl for thle immediate production and suipply of nuiterial.

TIn the resuit they did what I tbink was prudent; they
j'entedl an adjacent lot and ereeted upon it a temporary fire-
proof building, rernoved the dangerous machinery, to it, and


