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the Rules of Court, and lias no effeet upor the operation of the
Statulte of Limitations. '1 his point, ho0wever, is noÇW mlet iii
Ontario hy The biterpretation Act (E 'dw. 7, c. 2) s. 7, whichi,
in sueh circunistances, wvould appear to exteiîd the G me for
litign an action mntil the îe.t day mhc 8ntahldy

LilBEL-INNUENoo-TRADE PtJBLI CATI ON-LIST 0F DrEUfEEs- IN
APSFNcEý-ERRONEO!US ENTRY-IlNIU7TATION 0F NLV(Y

Stubbs v. Rusdl (191.3) A.C. 386. This ivas an appettl iii
lihel action from a Scotchi curt. The liîlw iii question wi4 p1 mh-
ili-led in .a weekly paper publislied by the dlefendant purporting

to give a list of judgments w'ich lmtd been pronouinced in tliv
Sniall Dcbts Courts against persons in their absence. The lîst
wuts bevaded with ti. stateint that in no case did the publication
of the dcceree imp;y in.ability to pay on the part of anyone niicid.
Thec plaintifT wvas a tradesmatn, and in tie list of judginents one
wa- qtated to ha-ve bengixýi cii gt1i1it iîin, tlhe fart being tiit

V ~lie, lizad paid thc dcbt suced for rnff the action hatd heen îlisniissed.
The ' platft averrcd thiat Uic publication falsely and lunouy
re-prcsented tlîat lie wvas unable to pay his tlcbts. and thec court
beluov liad dirccted an issuc to bo tried. The Hfousc of Lords
(Lord Haldane, L.C., mol Lords Halbury, Kînnietr and i Shaw)
were of the opinion tlîat tic entri', wlîeni read iii coinction witli
tlue cxplanatory note, %vas ilncapaible of bcariîig the defaînatory
rn aning allcged, anîd t}îat thierefore tliere ivas no question to go to
a j ury, .and the issue ouglît to batve been disallowed.

FRAUD-CONTRACT INDUCEI) BY -,ISRIPltESENT1ATIoN-Al'lEAL
ALLOW~ED ON FACTS.

Gla8gou, & S.1l. Iy. v.* Boyd (191:3) A.C. 404 may he liere,
briefiy notctl as b&iîig a case in wvbicli the House of Lords rcversed

*the judIgment of the Court of Scssioi,., in an action to set asîde a
contraet indured by all'ged fraudulent mîisrepresentat ions, on Uic
faets, their Týort1I'ipS bcing of tlic opinion tliat the atleged frand
had flot bcee. -ove.

* IIEAENG IN CAMERA-PUBLICATION 0F PROCEEDINGS AFTEII TRIAL
-CONTEMPT 0F co Un r-COMMrVrTAL-APEAL-CRIIINAI,
PROCEEDINOGS.

Scott v. ,Scott (1913) A.C. 417. Thiis was an appeal from thc
decision of the Court, of Appeal (1912) p. 241 (noted ante p. 66),


