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*-JOHINSON & CARE Y (CO. .. ('AN \ )IAN X >1< E11 AN
Il. W. (10.

1,914 eh. J iO -1>oiwr of Ontaio Ljian a(rt>Li
EffýCcle ayain,81 D)omin ion Iiiw . rsd in f(outl

Pwrd rso nu! ,JudqmcnI drL -manlEfr U
.Sc.* a nd !19 of Ac1-Cîarqi' on J c a ub ? an

by )w< Sc 12 (39) nýf ýAd.

ApIweal by the dlefendaints lthe ( tidaiNurtiierntBîi
(2oîpanyi and cross-appeal hy the pantf froîn the iud.gnîîent

of W&TN J., 43 O.Llt. 10, 14 O.W.N. 159.

'11w appeal and eross-appeal were heard by MtimLisK. C. -L iÀ.
BIDLLATC1IFOIID, SIYVIEIII, NI, and KE:LLY, J.J.

W. N. Tillev, 1{.C., and A. J. Rleid, K.( .. for t1wdfndu
the Caniadian N.ýorthernt llailway ('ompan\.

A. ( .Me\L-M aster, for the plaintiffs.
If. S. White, for the defendants Foley Welcli & Sle\vart.
J. IL. C artwrighit, K.(X, for the Attoriie\,-6enera-l for, (hîtario.
Th(- Attorney-( iereral for Canada did not appear.

vUiiiF':ELANn, J., read a judgineit in w liiehi lie said t bat the
three qîîestioxis before M:tsten, J., were: (a) ('an a lien ulaîiîusl
under thie Meehianies ani Wage-Earners Lien Art, P. S. (J. P11l
ch. 140, ex\ist or ho enforred against the property of th ('aada
Northern Ilailway ('oîpany'? (b) If flot, cri the plaiinifs i)r<
ceed to, obtain judgîinent under secr. 49 of the Art, or ot herwise, in
thecse proeeedings? (e) Are the prov4isions of th(, Aut rnern
jurisdi tîin on the special offilers referred to in scr. id ofwh Act
in tra NI ire8?

The IaedJudge below ansx wered the firit question iii the
niegative, following ('rawford v. 'Tilden (1907), 141 5X.t 72;
anid his (levisii>n was righit.

Ili regard to the second quesiîon, StelnJ.siar
referring ta the judgmient of MaaeJ-, ai the caises. tierelil
cited, thiat the prime purpose of the( Art was to enableIt a pr
who had supplied labour or nitril o ealiha Ilin aiI tirsi

ac8eauthorîty ta soul so as ti re li his ail theefr. 1u
lien is creat-Il hy statute; it vais non-exiNstenit at coinhimon la\%.

beeer > King v. Alford (1885), 9 0.1t. (;1 07, and'îo
Sels 1; and 19 uf the Art.


