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Le neW pleading also introduced entirely new eau"e of action,
)f whieh arose prior to the bringing of this action, and would
>re be barred by the Limitations Acts, and other causes
ton whieh arose subsequent to the bringing of this action,
ierefore could not be set up in this action, although some
faets alleged miglit be given in evidence for the purpose of
tg malice. Ail of this was set out in language not appro-
to pleadrng.

,e learued Judge found it difficuit to ascertain exactly what
Leant by the order of the Divisional Court directing the new
but lie could not believe that it was intended that the

r ahould »be re-opened in any way that would justify this
ng. It is important not merely for the plaintiffs but for
-fendants to know what is to, be open for determination at
ýw trial. The best opinion that the learned Judge can form
,t the Iiability based upon the second clause of the letter
- defendants and the innuendo alleged in the pleading are
nly matters tobe dealt with at the new trial. The main
iity is that this alleged lîbel is upon its face defamatory only
Splaintiff Leonard and not of the plaintiff company.

iie better course to adopt is to set aside the order of the
er in its entirety, leaving the action to, proceed upon one
,on the old record. If the parties could agree to elirninate

se fromi the statement of dlaim and ail of the defence not
)priate to this count, it would simplif y matters upon the
brial; but the learned Judge had, lie said, no power to, give
m.eh direction.
here ws nothing in the material to, justify the order made
Le Master for a speedy hearing.
he appeal should be allowed and the motion before the Master
*d stand dismiissed-costs here and belovi to be paid hy the
tiffs to the defendants in any event.


