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who said that the Officiai Referee had found that nither the
purchaser, Oliver-, nor his solicitor, nor hi8. agent, hiad actual
notice of any liens or dlaims for liens when the pueaeby
Oliver was completed; and this finding was justifledI bY thie e
dence. The purehase by Oliver was of anl iinllnishedl building
te bie taken over, bY imn from Jones, the buiilingiý own1er, "as
soon as house is conl tcdt npco' stiîsfaction.-" This
was dlone, the decedrgstrd andl the înoney paid about two)

wksbefor-e th(, liens wverercred
The gr'oundi Il-rcd by thile pflaintifs was, thait. the lienl hav-

îing atbec v the, doing of the wor-k and the supplying of
mlaterIi;lls, Ilhe langiage of se('. 21 of thle Act, -"Exocpt ashre-
-aflerI pr'ovided1 thlose ActS" (Registry Act and LandI Tities Act)
-Shah11 io applyv Io anIy lieni arising under- this Avt," took the
lien out of the pr-ovisions of those .Act-s, se far- as thiey ntiid1
that rvgisiiration -was nicces.sary to preserve the priority,.

Referenice Io In re Cri-ig (1883), 3 C.L.T. 501; Ilyne v .iv
Smith (1879), 27 Gr-. 150;, MeNamara v. (illn (191>, 18
A-.R. 271.

Recently the, devisions in the Appellate Division hiave ad-
hiercd to the view that priority of r-egistraitioni, Min thc absece of
niotic, imust pr-evail: Cook v. Kodlsy(1916), ante 433; Mar-
shahl Bick ('o. v. 1irving ( 1916), ante 427.

Iiiitis case nu actual notice of thie liens was br-ought home,
Knloledge that bilingii is going on uipon the laiio iN neot
eniough: Rihrsv. ('abran(1878), 125 (Jr. 402; nior eouldi
il be succcs(,sftilly' eontededI that Oliver, carne wvithin that part
o! thle dtfilitioni of ani owNver (sec. 2 (c») whieh dlepemds uiponi
pr-ivity' , conisent, or- benefit, so as te r-ender the land( in the
hianda of his rersnaives subjeet to thle liens: eangv. Rob-

fnu (1900), '2ô A.R. 3;6'4; Sater v. Lilhis (1905>, 10 0.1
697; Viut]1ate Plate Glass (Cd. v. 'Solodiniski (1915), 34 O.L.R.
604; O-rr v. Robc-t.son (1915), il). 147; Marsaal Bic(k Co. v.
lirving, anite 427; Reggin v. Manles (1892), 22 0.11, 443; Blight
v. Rayý (18S93), '23 0.11. 415.

Appeal dismùsed wvith cos.s


