
G, F, Shepley, K.C., and W. Bel] Hlaxnilt<»i, for pla
The judgment of the COUrt (MERE~DITH, O.J., touNm

was delivered by
MEREDITH,~ C.J.-Mr. Shepley conceded that unlesi

ecoulecid be distinguÀshed £rom <Gearing v. Robixiso
A. R. 364, he could xict support the judgnient; and liE
tended tha.t the existence of the obligation irnposed a
eornpany to ereet the buildings and of the provision
their beccrning the property of the appellant, neith
whleh existed in Gearixig v. Robinson, made the caes
tinguishable.

I amn, however, not of that opinion.
As I iinderstand the decision in Gearing v. Rcl>i

i is nece ary in order to charge the interest of the. à
lant in the land, that the. respondent should shew not
that the work was doue and the mutorials were f urn
oni behulf of the. appellant or with hie privity or conse
for his direct benefit, but alse at his requet either ex
or irnplied.

Mfr. Justice Maclenuan said (1). 372): "MNfrg -R-ah

ihaxn


