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of could bu leaded in an action for libel propur, they would not bu
wrong in an action for conspiracy.

Paragraph 6 (e) is the ordinary defence of "fair comiment,"
and flot objectionable. iParagraph 6 (a) contained niatter of
in<lucernent settiiig ont ciruîstances whicli, it was alleged, ren-
dered comment ]>urrnissiI)le; it w'as not objeutiona)le.

The ends of justice woul bu met, ami the plaintiff would have
his full rights, if furthur particulars should bu furnished withîn
six weeks aftur the issue of the or(ler upon this appeal; and that
should be directed.

The statenient of laîim should bu amended by striking out ail
reference to uonspiracy and making the claimi one for libel simply.

There should be no eosts of the appeal.

MmFaERrnDT, C!'.PI., agreud in the result, for reasuns stated in
wrîting. The appual, he said, was needless.

1,ENNoX, J1., agrued With the opinion Of IIIDDELL, J.

NIAS'rEN,,J., agreud in thu resimIt.
()rder belou varied.
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*EVA\NS v. FALII.

'e ndor and Purchaser- Agreeuiin for Sale of Land-Breach by
Purchaser-Dama ges--Resale by Vendor uîth Assent of
Purehaser-ecovery by Vetidor of Jeficiency on Resale and
Expenss I ncurred-Interest.

Appeal by the defendant froin the j udgment of CLtTTE, J.,
ante 2.

Thelm al)peal wvas huard by M EREDITH, ('.J .C.P., RIDDELL, LFN-
NOX, and MASTEN, JJ.

(h. H. Sedgewîck, for the appellant.
W. N. Tilley, K.C., for the plaintiff, respondent.

MEREDITH, C.J .C.P., ruading the judgmnunt of the Court, saÎd
that it was unnecussary to consider the broad question of the reme-
dies'of a seller of land against his purchaser, who b)reaks his con-
tract of purchase; because the parties theinselves came to an agree-
ment respecting thema when it was made plain that the purchaser
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