ment was reversed, so that it mvst be taken as chose jugée,
that this line between 9

the guide line. Addic’s report, as a matter of fact,

| 10 cannot be considered as

referred l'I\Y.\ ilh'.l“xrl‘.\ to this line—he was not called
unon {o eive the bearing of this line. He states that, accord-
ing to the report, and field notes of the survevor, Poudrier,
thiz line appeared to be parallel to the town line—which
may be correct—and his report simply goes to assert that
the line ghould be run parallel to the town line between
the said townships, as established by Fournier and
retraced by Toudrier as it exizted on the ground.

“Thig view was finally maintained by the Supreme
Court, and. thercfore, whether the line between 9 and 10
was or not exactly parallel to the town line, has no bearing
on the case, according to the final judgment of the Supreme
Addie’s report and ¢ we accepted it, with its true mean-
ing, as determined by the courts. 'There is no falsity in

Court, and the plaintilf must be held to have known

Addie’s report, under C. c. p. 505, when, even assuming
it might have crroneously considered that the line between
9 and 10 was parallel to the town line. Plaintiff’s
evidence and pretensions are not conclusive, and, even
il correet, could in any way affect the holdings of the S

» Court judgment.

“The court considers that plaintiff’s pretensions are un-
founded under both articles 505 and 1177 (. c. p.. and
the judgment of the Superior Court, St. Francis, ITat-
chinson, J., 12th September, 1908, is hereby unanimously
confirmed, with costs.”

Cook, McMaster & Magee, attorneys for plaintiff.

A, W. Atwater, K. C., counsel.

‘”tm/_ /v"r/w'l'_ _‘Ill)'lH’(//, ((" I.'i'.i/",', u,’/urnc’_l/\‘ fu)' 1.71 ,’.z'll-
dant,

G. S Stewart, K. C., & E. Lafleur, K. (., counsels,




