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M/ci.- Trh:t it îs tnot neressar%, for an expert, % lien appointeti under
Art. 2013 (:C. to secure a buiIder's privilege on an inirnoible, to Sive noticeb
c3f his proccedines to tUe propiietor's credlitors, sucli proceedings not beinx
teiCiulteti by Art. 333, et sq., C.C.P.

2 ' .Thut theit w~as evidence to support the fihîding of fact of the court>
below that tUe second pirocAr -p/tai or offciai stqtemielt requireti to bc made
by Oie e\pf.rit mider Att. 2o, liati been made %viiîin six niontlis of the coni
pletin of tUe IlIde1 vaks

3- Tlîdt it wcts stiffcient for the expert to state ilu s eodrove-'/
niade wýthin 'lie six nonths, that the works de5cribeti had heto exccuted. andi
that such wctrks hati given to the iimniovii«,e the atiditional value fixed by
hiin. 'l'te words completed "suivant les r,/cIs tic arc flot /i;sii

4) That if an expert includes in his -aluation wrirks for which the buder
had by law no privilege, sudi error wli tnt lie a cause of nullity, out wtlonly
entide the interested parties to ask for a reductirin of the e,.pets valuation.

.- ppeal distiiissed Nvith costs.
;ep-oQ.U, /?tia', Q , ar.ti BeIm.&n, Q.C., for appellants.
(~tUt.Q.C.. andi .lfeiioee fui- respondent,
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Frein the judgmenr ordering the third new trial A. appealed, and the judgeb in
the Court of Appeal being equally divided the order for new trial stood. A.
then appealed te the Suprenie Court of Canada.

At the lait trial of tl., action it was shown that A. had rectuested the police
inspecter for the division in which M. bouse wvas iituate to make inquiries
about it, and ihat after the information was laid the inspector inforaied A. thai
tUcre were frequent rows in the bouse owing to the intentperance of NI., and
that Uc thought there was nothing in the charge. The trial judge difi not sub-
mit the case to tUe jury, but held that want of reasonable and probable cause
wa s not shown ;but the Vivisional Court held that lie should have asked the
jury to find on the fact of A.'s belief ln tUe statement furîtishedi to hinm, on
which he acted in britiging tUe chargt-

Ik/ed, TAscHERFAi., j.. disseniti-ig, that A. was js ifii acting on tUe
statenient. andi, tUe facts not being ln dispute, there was no:hiny, t leave to tUe
jury ; that the trial judge rightly held that no want of reasonabIt ar- obable
Cause had been shcwn, and his jucIgnient shoulti not h~ave been set aside, a'"d
inust be restoied.

Appeal allowed with costs.
Ma/,eQ.C.. for the appellatii.

Tytil'r for the respondents.


