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For like reasons that make against the sale of part of a

'Ta %waY unlder i,,ecution, it was field tliat a inechatiies lien

aainst part of a railway could flot bce nforeed in Ontario,
i in g %. Alfoid, 9i 0. R~. 6UI. And that wa., the state of
thev l.au whcrn the Mulclianiu-s' Lien --\e was îenc by ex-
te nd ing it in terras to raîlwavs. But t1e inachinery supplied
by'vi te Ad does flot prox ide for working out a sale of the
entire ujndertakiing. The renuedv sems to be restricted to
tha t part of theu railwav where the work was done, and if the
righ't of relief to the wage-earner in respect of his lien was
sunalogoujs to, that enjoyed by a vendor of land in right of
bis lien for the price, relief miit be given and worked out
bv the Court under the provisions of tlie provincial Act.

But we are preeluded by bte decision in King v. Alford
fromn holding that flhe înehanic's lien is of like legal eharacter
with a vendor's lien. Ib was there held that the rnechanic'3
lien was operative as a statutory lien issuing in process of exe-
eution, of ethïcaey equal to but flot greater blian that possessed
by ordinary writs of execution. Ijnder a w~rit of execution
against lands the sheriff ean only seil what is in his baili-
u-àk and thiis limited proeess is not applicable to the sale
oi a fine of railway running blirougli many counties of the
province.

Even if the meehanie's lien wvas to be regarded as a vent-
dor*'s lien, 1 question the eoxnpeteney of the province to put
that budnupon the lands and property of a federal railway
undertaki ng.

:By Diomnnion stabube 4 Edw. VIL. ch). 81, the railway
]onai n ques,-tion was incorporated, and the undertaking

aa ul,(r(] lîy' se. 11 lu ite a work for bhe general advani-
ta"( ofr naa Bv tbis enacîment it wvtr broughit within
the eýxce(ption as bo local works and undertakings specînied in
the BIritish N.orth Ainerica Adt, sec. 92, No. 10 (e), and
therebyj pýlaced linder the exclusive legisiative authoriby of
Cana-da 1v Y irtue of sec. 91, No. 29. lieing thuis a federal
riilway- fxcluisively under the legislative control of the Dom-
inion. it is, not competent for the local legrisiature of Ontario
to enaet any!. law wliich would derogate frora bhc status and'
righta a'd pro.pertv enjoved and held by the federal corpora-
tion under its, constitution ereated by the Dominion of Can-
adfa. Thati resiiît füllows inevîtablv, 1 bhirîk, frora what has

ben deeided in the earlier case of l3ourgoin v. Montreal,
etc,, R. W. Co., 5 App. Cas. 381, and the more re*ent cases


