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lese froni Shurr because the plaintiffs had ceaae(
gas to, Augustine; and, therefore, the terni for whî
waa to be granted had been ended by the action of tiThis last grouxid of decision clearly indieates the op>
Court that the plaintiffs had by theÎr owu act foirights under the agreement, and had no locus stan(That judgment of the Divisional Court has been t
Court of Appeal, but the appeal basn fot yet been

Iu this state of affaira, the present action was
the plainitiffs againat both defendants, on the 9thbased, an the other, upon the written agreement 1parties as to the gas, mnade lu 1903. There la the fuition ths:t, on the lat Mareli last, the defen<dants, wauthority, took possession of the gan wells and havvenited the plaintiffs from taking gan therefroin.
plained in the evidence an being done upon faith of tlin the Divialonal Court by the defendlants. The reiby way of injunetion aud damages. No evidenceMaterially affeeting the situation other than that tifirst trial, -whieh was put in as evidence lu this case.

.Axong other defences, the plea of rea judieata
That appears to be a sufficient defeuce; for, subataxi
was determined by the Divisional Court la, that tihave forfeited their eoutract by non-complianee wittions; and the former iudgmnent did not siraply dec:action eould not he xnaintained on aceount of theparties. Non-joluder was pleaded iu the former aetthree Judges held upon the merits that the plaintitheir right to claim a lease froin the defendaut Shtuwell on his prexuises. Apart frorn a leasp or the rigbhthe plaintiffs have no right to or owuership over thion Shurr's land, thougli thre plaintiffs may have bee
thousaud dollars' expense in uinkiug it.

While the forfeiture deelared by thre Court conrnet competent for thre plaintiffs now te litigate as ithe aggrieved party. They muust, by some mneans, ifrid of tis disahility before they eau be rightly inthe gas well. It may be that a proper application t
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