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tt Wai Aloentcd thIl;t thfif li-st cossation of wo rk %ilas a r
abadonnvit'' ndr se.22, 1 j; aund lb dcaim for, lien -was

regiterd xixhu ~O dys romiii ha iiue. but what took plae
wslit anabndnmnt Where thei conitractor, koigor

bulievin t it1 th utatb tteufpVUdeie go on

alid con>picte il, theru b> ail abalidonînnclt. lcru the( phlitiff,
o,)I il beilig deeiddtat lie was wroiig, iii thinking thiat bis work

wias eoînpleted, went oit anîd lhib>hled it. The contrut ivas not

conîipluted or abandoned; anti set. 22 (1) did iiot apply-.

Appead dîsisi ( 1 ?d ih c osts.

NOVE.mri3ERî 4T11, 191J..

]'OWELlà 1,1UMBER AND DOOR C'O. LIMITED v.
11 AARTLEY.

if chnis'Liens-Amoiiii Diie by Owneir to Contrawtor-Li.ag*
of Ma ra-u4and Wýage-Earnersý-Dsmissal of Cuntrec-.

tor-Amo N c(ssaryi to Complete Work - idnaof
Reef ere(-Âýppeal.

Appeal by' the defenidanït Graham f rom the judgmcnt of Mr.
Fe. 'L Roche, ai Oflilial Referee, in a proceeding raider the.

Mevhuie andWag~EarersLien ACt, RS.O. 1914 eh. 140.

The appeal was heard by' FALC(,oNBRIDE, C.J.K.B., RmIDDIÀ.

T. it 4op, for the appellant.
,. P. MaOeofor Shannuni, a lien-holder, and G. IL

haefor the plaintiffs and Tijonl, a lien-holder, resp)olndeuItm,

KvIU.v-, J., deliveriig the, judgment of the Court, said that
the appellant, the owner of lanid, enitered int a conitract with
iltthedfendanIit Hartley for the erection by hinm of a house and
reptirs tho iIother-i house tht'Ireonl; that the plaintiffs ami oth.ir.
mlippli<ed naterial te) and did work for Jliirteyý iii the perforta-
1ance ofthe1 conitriaet, anid, ]lot havinig heen paid ili flil, registerd

4d11imls for lesaginlst thle lamd. Shortly befure the registra.
tionI, thc appellant diimissed llartiey f romi the work, and pro..

1eldd te omlt il himlself. Poedn were inistitutedj t.
ellforre the livins, and the Referee foimd that lienis had b)een,

estalis Illh six lithles o Ilhe aiggre(gate amoun)llt Qf
$142.3, xcosv osls; thait eertailn waige-eilrncrs1., had. wýith


