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that the defendants' works as projectcd woffli or mniglt in-
juriouslv affect or interfere with those of the plaintiffs, was
wcll grounded and that, therifore, the injunetion was prop-
erly granted. The platifst werc not, in myv opinion, obliged
to waît until the moedns'wrswre comipleted, but mnight
reasonably assume fro mlwat mus alradv donc, in the plant-
ing of posts, the pIlacing ofl crssarsth eutting of gis
etc. HA thee mwrk, mwn coînplctd upon the founation
thus laid for thein, woiild 1w an injurions and illegal initerfer-
ence. Thle plantifs., are andi for soin(, titue have been lin oc-
cuipation. lili\ hav a fully« cstllýishc plant, estaltisheïd
Nvith the conlsent of the municipal authorities, and thcy have
by rcaso of such occpation a legal right as aganst the de-
fendlants to he protected in a reasomnabe ur of the public
strets,not only againist any actual but any threatened inter-
ferenceý by reatson of lte niew works roetdby thle defend1-
ants. The use by the plintifs of the publie street mnust or
course be rensonable, ais is well poînted ont iu the judfgnit
orfi, thelarned trial Judge, lind onlly in se far as thleir user is
reasonalble lire Ille ' vnititled te protection. There is nothing,
however, in the juildmcnt of the learneod Judge to inldicate
thiat ini hi.s; opinion the plintifs, had acVed or w'ere acting un1-
reasonably in their mode of occupation. TPhis disposes of
thc cross-appeal, wichv shold, I think, be dismnissed.

With rfrnete the plaintifs,' appual, 1 ani of tilt opinl-
ion that the chluses objccted Io dIo lunduvi limiit tlic relief to,
whiclt tic( plaintiffs lare, under thi cmses vititled.
The Icalrned-i trial .Judge in] ai carefulI review of' thlt vidence,
cinell to the coclson helly juistified. that a safe distance
to lie mnaintaincd by the wires of the respectiveý ýolipaie(S wasý
thirce f cet hetwveen vrîiary wires ais between themiselves, and
between priîaary wires and scnaywires4; and six indelos
hetween seuondary wîrcsý and sccondary wires. That beinig,
ais 1 thiik, the cocuso hich thle evidencâe wairranits, 1Ilhave
beven wholly unable to sce why an excption in the intereat of
the defendants shionld be made by the introduc-tion of fice
claulses î anld S.whch it may. 1w ohserved, forincd neo part of
the original itudgllnIt ais pronounced;(.41. indovd, the-se lue
semi lit, ife loie a disinct partulre frotin thait whlii hlad
been viarlier IL.dicc as e respective righ1tý andi duities
of thilt, es It is saîid thalt the chan11ge \Va., Madebeus

thwili wouild be ditlilut or perhaps impossible for, the
defndatsto oecp latur street, lready ocuidby the

plaintiffs.
It; is niot neceasary to de(teýrineii tic( point, but I think,

frein looiat thlt pfln, ilnd( froim what I gather froin the
evidence. that f.x fend (.1111 obtairn acc-ess to thehet


