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the other defendants. Why then should their tenants be
to the action? There was no suggestion that the appli-
s were parties to any infringements upon the plaintiffs’ rights.

laintiffs’ tenants might be co-plaintiffs with them if any like
ements of their rights were complained of; but it was
d that such rights were dealt with and concluded in the action
lughes v. United Empire Club, tried by Gwynne, J., in 1877,

so could not be raised here again. But, however that mlght
no question between the applicants and their co-defendants
raised or dealt with in this action; consequently these de-
ts were unnecessary parties, and, if they had disclaimed,

‘have had costs to that extent from the plaintiffs; but they
not and do not now, and so ought not to have costs from the
tiffs; and it would be out of the question to say that their
endants should be saddled with any additional costs by
of the applicants being made parties to the action.

he action should be dismissed as to the applicants, and there
d be no costs to or against them.

Counsel for the plamtlﬁ's asked leave to amend the statement
claim so as to allege injury to the reversion; no one objected,

d no reasonable objection could be raised. The leave should
granted.

C&unsel for the plaintiffs also asked that the judgment of the
should include an injunction against any invasion of their
s by the defendants against whom the plaintiffs had succeed-
- This the plaintiffs should have—it might more clearly define
rights of the parties.

No costs of these motions.
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