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Iisfaetory that the judgment for the plaintiff could not
taUled; the Court did not deal with the question raised
defendants that they were entitled to judgment;: but,
direeted a new trial. The defendants saa that what

iire is a decision upon thc question of their righit to ha.ve
on dismissed, and they do flot desire a new trial.
his view of the case, the defendants have not obtained a
icement upon the question they raised. And, as that is
,seek, it seemas proper to, give themn an opportunity of

ig a decision one way or the other upon the point.
inaamueh as they repudiate any desire for a new trial,

ly reasonable that, as preliminary to aceepting leave to
they should undertake -and agree to abandon the new

nid aigree that in the event of the Court deciding that
Lre not entitled to judgment ini their favour, the judg-
-itered in favoar of the phiintiff at the trial shall st-and,
tt they will pay the costs of the appeal to the Divisional

It would not be just to the plaintiff to permit the
mita to try the experiment of a further appeal while
ýg to their new trial in case of non-suecess upon the

lie defendants accept these terras, an order for leave to
will issue; the co8s of this motion to he i the appeal.
~iot aiccepted within two weeks, the motion will stand
cd with costs.
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XIJLLA v. MO VONTAIN LMTD

e -0onsolidation of Actio, - ComnminD edn
giint Claima of Differenýt Platiffs for Damnages Aris?'i!g
om Fire Set oii4 bn Def(endaii-Diiretioit as to Trial.

)ea b' the defendants in the above-namied action and
ther brought against them by different plaintiffs, fromn an
)f the -Master in Chambers, ante 1Q85, refuing to con-
pthe fouir actions or to stay proceedings in the other three
Ir the trial of the above-named action.
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