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3Iot bring the case within the section.. Neiiher ownerhlas expendedl
any noney of his own, and both are acc(!ountable to the siuh-
acribers for the money reeeýived. The appeal should bie allowed
and the order should be vaeated, but it is flot a caefor eosts."
A. B. Drake,, for the appellant. E. S. Wigle, K.(-., for the re-
spondent Irish.

]RENNEY v. DEMIPSTERýi-DivisiQNAL COU RT-JUNE 10).

Mecanis' ic-Prsera lonof Licen -Mafrrzl Furw-slud1
#fter Cample'ti'on of But'ldl*ing-Schm b(.11 Jari<s-al
Fidles.]-A:pp)eal by Keating and Suinridge froin thie juidgmient
of J. A. C, Camieron. ani offic-iai referce, i a mlechlaxies' lien ac(tiont
to enforce a lien for, brick s ipplied lin the erectin of .etai
building. The referee dismnissed the d-aim. The appeail wa-zS
heard by FALCONBRUDGE, CJK B.,BRrTTON' andl Ri ~. J..
and disxnissed wvith costs. RIDLJ., gave al written illdglliet.l
in which lie stated that the Court had oalled upon therfre
for thie reasonis for his juidgmient, whichi had heen filrnlishied, a.nd
lrorn whieh it appeared that the brick wich- it ia elailled kept
the, lien alive, were flurniahied after the building waa oapltd
and were not to lie uased in the biliding. This wais the ouitvoiie
of a sehieme between the parties, in bad faith, to advantage the
appellants at the expense of others; and does flot corne withini
the. Aet. W. A. Me.Master, for Keattinig and Stinird(geý. J. E.
Jones, for the plaintiff. S. I. Bradfford, K,C., for the, Wttt
Milling Co.

BENNETT V. 1IÀVEL0CK ELECTRIC LIeuT AND0 PoWEaGo-MR
C.J.O., 1-w Cil.%IIERS-JNF 12.

Âppeal-Coitri of ApaMointo Remv ly oýf Ex, ct<-
tioia-(Circuimstatices Ul'nehangedq« since .4gmn Appeafrd-i
from.j-Motion by the plaintiffs under C-,on. Rille 827, to rg-rnovo
.tay of execuition, pending- the defendants' appeal to' the Couirt
of Appeal front the juidginent of the Divisional C'ourt, 21 O.Lj.R.

12,as varied by the judgnient noted, anite 10461. -'Upon the.
material now before mie, 1 am uinable to distingujal theý cajse

from the case of Centauir Cycle Co. v. Hil1i, 4 O.L.RZ. 92. There
bias been no chiange of cireuimstancees sinve the trial, or the juldg-
ment of the Divisional Couirt fromn whueh the prescrit appeal la
brougit; and 1 am unable to aythat the appeal is not belng

poeuted in good faith, or flot on suibstantial grounds. The.


