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w111 create a perception ot & problew with ner property and cause

narn to ner woowwiil. Delendant submits that there is no injury

t Gone or threatened in this sjituation. Not only qoes Piaintift have

aCcewuate cfl streetc parking space Lor her tenants without having tO

use the Disputeu Area, there nave Lbeen noc defection of tenants Lrof

ner apartwent builaulng as a result ¢f the alleyged lack ot oft

street parking. In ract, one of the former owners Ot Defenudant's

gproperty, 15 currently one ot piaintiff's tenants and waited

sevelral wontiis roip a vacancy to occul. Inn short, rental properties

cuch as tnat ownew by Plaintiii &re in extremely high aemana amolg
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proafective ter.ants in DPrederick ana there 1s no indication that

Plaintiti has or will sutler the harm aliegeu.

Finally, iIr connection with the issue of whether or not

Fiaintiti ias an aceguate reredy at iaw in thig particulae casey

Maryirabu iaw has always lelc that when title to reaity 1s in

Gls;.ate, anc o irreparable vanage fron the delay in an action &t

law 15 LO be feared, the proper jurisdiccion i at law ana noc by

injunction. Potgpeg Edaison (0. V. R sabn, 192 ka. 44¢ (1949);

pavtesr V. U Lea Lend . 129 ha. 627 (1917) (injunction should

not ve yranteu wihere lanuowners have a full and adeguate rcueady at

cresLass coLdeittew by other 1lanucowners in erecting &

law LCI aliy 9

farice On TLECLI lanu). In Finulass v.

sa. 135 (1937) the Court of Appeals upheld the trial court's aenial

of an injuncticn soughit Ly the plaintiff lot owner to enjoin the
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