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2. JSections 4 and 29 of the Real Property Limitation Act,
R.S.M. 1902, o. 1W0, si. 4 aud '19, do not apply to auch a claim,
but that a. 24 of the Act would, if it had been piecided, bar the
action, except asuto the ten yeara preceding its commencement;
but, as it had not been pleaded, the plaintiff was entitled to re-
cover ail the arrears.

Kilgour, for plaintif?, MoKayj, for defendant.
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R-unter, C.J.] LiT1'rm v. HANBURY.£Ot1.

Contraot-Negotiatios-lncomnpletneas--Acoptance of o47e r not
proved.

Dcfendant teiegraphed "Propose to go ini £romi Alert Bay
over to West Coast of Island hunt elk; guarantee one month 's
engagement a.t least from arrivai here, take earliest date you
Pouid arrive here; Paget recommends; state ternis; wire repiy. "
Plaintiff teiegraphed in rcply: "Five dollars per day and ex-
penme," upon which the defendant telegraphed, "Ail righte
please sta.rt on Friday, " but received no reply, and on the sanie
day telegraphed the plaintiff: 'ý Sineey regret obliged to
change plans and therefora will not be able to avail myself of
your services. Kindly aeknowledge reeeipt of this wire, colleet."

HsZd, that there was no contract. The telegrain from plain-
tiff to defendant waa not an acceptance of defendant 's offer,
but was merely a quotation of ternis sud couid iiot bind plaintiff
exeept as to ternis. The acceptance of the defendant 's offer of
an engagement must be expresaed sud could not be implied.
Harvey v. Facey (1893) £0C. 552, followed.

Pell, for plaintiff. Lançfley. for defendant.

Pull Court.]. rOct. 31.
ESQUIMALT & NÂNAIMO Rv. CO. V. HOGoÂX.

CoiRts-W'ere sit is defe4sded by the Crown-Vasoouver Island
SettA rs' Righ.ts Acot, 1904.

In a statute deelaring certain settlers entitled to mineral
rights on their lands, there won a provision that any action at-


