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tion in wnich he referred t-j the undue boosting of real estate
-by dealers, wild cat subdivisions, hotels on mountain tops, etc.
The resolution and plaintiff's remarks were pubîished in the
yNews-qAdvertiser newmpaper and un the following day defendant
wrote a letter to that paper commenting on plaintîff's re-marks,
and referred tû piaintiff's connection with a hotel in Vancouver,
the license of which h&i been suspended by.the license commis.
sioners, auggeating that plaintiff had used his position as alder-
man ta secure the licer.se and was responsible for the conduet of
'he hotol business. Plaintiff then took action. A trial befo-'e
Oleinent, J., and a speciai jury resulted in a disagreement. Ou
the second trial beforc Hunter, C.J.B.-C. and a special jury, the
verdict was that the -article eompiained of "did not amount to
a libel." Judgment waz entered for the defendant aenordingly,

* and -blaintiff appealed. No objection was made to the charge
to the jwry

* Hcld (IRtviNG, J.A., dissenting), that the question cf lîbel
was for the jury and that the verdict should not he disturbed.
S yd-ney Post Putblisleitg Co. v. Kenda.ll (1910), 43 S.C.R. 461,
not followed.

S.Ç SÇ. Taylor, K.C. and Woodiworth, for the appt-llant. A. D.
Taylor, K.C., for the respondent.

Full Court.] WILSON V. McCLURE. [April 10.
Action-Si-rvi val of cause of -- D eathI of plaintiff--lnjiry to per-

soital estate-Property Ù& timber iicen8cs aýpplied for-
Praudien t procurernent of tirn!er lice nses-Revivor.

In an action for a deelaration that defendants were,, *rustees
for the plaintiff in certain timber licences, or in the alternative
for $250.000 damages, it was allcged that thc plaintiff had done
ail things necessary under the Land Act to obtain apecial timber
licences; that before he made his formai application for inuch
licences, the defendants appiied and falsely represented to the
coinmissioner that thcy had perforîned ail the statutory require-
mentm to entitie them. to licences for the saine limits; that the

* plaintiff had filed a prote&t against defendants' application; that
before the determination of such proteat, or of its having been
heard, the defendants fraadulently represented to the commis-
sioner that plaintiff had not; oompiied with the Land Act as to
stating or advertising, etc., and that he had withdrawn hie pro.
test, and wa willing that licenses should be grianted to defend-


