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4. The effect Of s. 17 Of the Act is that only substantial comn.
pliance with the directions as to, the contents of the claim anid the registra-
tion of it is required, and no (allure iii snch. con;pliance, in hoivever
substantial a degree, is to invalidate the lien unless sonie other party is
prejudiced thereby, and then only to the cxtent to which hie is thereby
prejudiced.

~.The lien for miaterials supplied as against a niortgage lias priority
over the mortgage only ta the extent of the niaterials actually placed on1 the
ground before the mortgage nmotey was advanced.

6. Under s. i il if a niortgagee hias notice iii writing of the fact that
there is an indebtedness for which a lien nia), be clainied, that is, prima
facie notice of the lien itself, and lie cannot dlaimn priority for moniey
advanced after such notice.

7- The flrst mortgagee liaving applied his last advance in paynierit of
the purchase înoney of the lots to the unpaid vendor w~ho then conveyed
the land in fee to the defendant Ilowner, and hoving thus secured the
title to the property, claînied to l>e cintitled to lxe subrogated ta the position
(if the original vendor iii respect of such purchase nioney ; hut, haviing hia(
actual notice of one of the liens and constructive notice of the other Ibe-fore
niaking this payment, following Pazii:y v. 1Frzý,h1 i Simi & St. 369, 3 Russ.
142, it was hcld that he could not have priority over either lien holder for
such advance. Bproiti v. .1fcLe-az, 18 0. R. 533, and Abe// v. Morrison,
i9 O.R. 672, distinguished.
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Jfunicipa/it~-Injun i gai'nsi calerj g ou01 /gl11/ai lr
vires- Qt-uizalAe, Je.8. AL C. 100, S. 395.

TIhis was a motion for an injuniction to prevent the City of WVinnipcg
fromt entering into a contract which was in the nature of ani agreemient of
purchase of certain land ta be paid for in five yearly instalaients, %Vhich
the city counicil had by resolution approved of, notwithstanding the provi-
sions Of s. 396 Of Thle Municipal Act, R.S. M. c. 100.

After several adjournmnents of the motion, and before it finally camne
on for hearing, a new arrangement wis entered into soi Far varyîng the
original proposition that the injuriction was not pressed on the argument,
and the only question argued was as ta the disposition of the costs.

It was contended on hehaîf of the defendants that the agreenment if*
entered into would have been wholly void, and nio injunction to prohi>it
iwas necessary ; also, that an individual ratepayer could not suie for anl

i njunction.
ffeld, following #Ioole v. The Gretit Westrern Railiwa) Co., I..R. 3 CW.

262, that a suit for an injuniction was proper in such a case, arid that the


