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Full Court.1 DixoN v. DAUPHINEE [March ~
7'presptiss-Lipiefetite-iVw hriallo decide point lefiuteie-Iud,

r, of Pt-0f.
PlaintifT and defendant were owners of adjoining lots of land, the titie

to which was derived from the same original grantor. Plaintifl"s lot %vas
described as being bounded on the nortli by the south line of defendaiit's
lot. In an action claiming darnages for trespass plaintiff cornplained that
defendant iii erecting a ilew fence had placed it on a line diffierent from the
liîie of a fence whicli existed previously, and which was adrnitted to lu v
been on the true line between thc*two lots.

The question whether defendant had, as a matter of fact. Sldt(
from the old Uine or not having been left undeterniined,

Iù/di, that there mxust be, a ilew trial.
Pei- XVEATur.ýRiFl, J. (dissenting). The burden was tupon plaintiff to

prove the south line of defendant's lot, and that as she had failed to (Io so
she could not recover.

1.?. AIKing, K.C., for appellant. J.A. Ch~ih/m, for relpotdtzit.

Province of ftReW Jartzwch.

SUPREME COURT.

Barker, J., in Equity.] puic«Y v.1INSN Aprl 10.

The Suprenie Court in Equity has conc.urrent jurisdiction witl, the
Exchequer Court iii Adrniralty in accotait I)etween co-owners of a h-

A. 0. IEa,'e, K.C., for LplaintiT. A. J. Z>wiema,, C, for deféeîubuts.

SUPREME COURT.

LAmoN.T v. CÀNAntîAN PAciric R,%i.wAy ComtANY.

&rtice of proms.-Aice of meri'-pdapoios- Onreannt.

Appeal from the judginent of MWiau-I, J., allowing the service of -à
writ of suitnions on the defendants by seving the defendants' atatioii agent
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