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“Ensuring payment of contractors and subcontractors and encouraging liquidity in the
flow of funds to them are both significant preoccupations in the construction industry.”
This quote from the Supreme Court of Canada remains as applicable now as it was
when we cited it in our previous article, discussing the case of Bird Construction Group v
Trotter and Morton Industrial Contracting Inc., 2021 MBQB 233. In that article, we
considered the potential adverse effects of the decision on the flow of funds on
construction projects on Crown lands, and, respectfully, the errors in the application
judge’s reasoning.

In Bird Construction Group v Trotter and Morton Industrial Contracting Inc., 2023 MBCA
64, the Manitoba Court of Appeal overturned the decision of the application judge and
ruled that lien bonds could be used as security to vacate claims for lien on Crown lands.
In doing so, the Court of Appeal provided much needed clarity on the use of lien bonds
on construction projects, and their importance in encouraging liquidity and the flow of
funds.

Background

The background of the case is relatively straightforward.

e The Manitoba Water Services Board hired Bird Construction Group (Bird) as
contractor on a wastewater treatment project at the City of Selkirk in Manitoba
(the Project). Bird subcontracted with Trotter and Morton Industrial Contracting
(TM) to perform a defined scope of work on the Project.

e There was a dispute between Bird and TM over payments, and TM delivered two
notices of claim for lien.

« Bird attempted to vacate the claims for lien by posting two lien bonds.

« TM challenged Bird’s application, arguing that a lien bond was not appropriate
security in the case of Crown lands, which was the case for the Project.

e The application judge held that lien bonds were an inadequate form of security for
Crown lands.

The details of the application judge’s decision (and our respectful opinion on his
decision) can be found in our previous article. In short, there were errors in the
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application judge’s reasoning, and, unsurprisingly, Bird appealed the application judge's
decision.

Lien bonds an adequate alternative to cash security

The Court of Appeal began by confirming the jurisdiction of the Court to vacate claims
for lien on Crown lands. It next analyzed the sufficiency of lien bonds as security to
vacate liens.

The Court of Appeal first noted that the application judge’s decision regarding the
adequacy of the proposed security to vacate the lien is discretionary, and should be
given deference, unless the application judge misdirected himself or the decision was so
clearly wrong as to amount to an injustice.

The Court of Appeal then made general conclusions about the factors that courts in
other jurisdictions have considered when dealing with similar provisions.

Among other considerations, the crucial factor that the Court of Appeal identified in the
appeal was whether the creditworthiness of the surety posting the lien bond was in
guestion or uncertain. In particular, the Court of Appeal emphasized the fact that the
application judge noted that no submissions were made regarding the credit worthiness
of the proposed surety. Rather, the application judge made a blanket statement that
“there is always a risk that the credit worthiness of the surety will have diminished by the
time of the judgment”. However, the Court of Appeal held that, in the absence of
evidence challenging the credit worthiness of the proposed surety, lien bonds are
adequate security.

In addition to its analysis regarding the credit worthiness of the proposed surety, the
Court of Appeal clarified the application judge’s conflation of the concepts of the
holdback and holdback account. In particular, the application judge held that for Crown
projects, a lien is “registered” against the owner’s holdback account, as distinct from the
land itself. Conversely, the Court of Appeal stated that, as a corollary to section 24(6) of
the Builders’ Lien Act (the Act), there is no holdback account in respect of Crown
projects. Therefore, the Court of Appeal held that the application judge misdirected
himself by grounding his exercise of discretion in an incorrect finding that TM had a lien
on holdback funds, rather than the land itself.

Lastly, the Court of Appeal addressed the application judge’s conclusions regarding the
trust provisions of the Act. The application judge stated that there is a tighter relationship
between the lien and trust remedies of the Act, and relied on this understanding of the
trust provisions of the Act to support his decision that lien bonds are not an acceptable
substitute for cash. The Court of Appeal disagreed and held that lien and trust claims
are separate. Therefore, money paid into Court to secure a lien claim is security only for
that claim and not any trust claim. The Court of Appeal thus concluded that it was
irrelevant to tie the security for discharging a lien claim to security for a trust claim.

Conclusion

The Court of Appeal concluded that Bird could vacate TM’s claim for lien by posting a
lien bond. From a practical standpoint, the Court of Appeal’s decision should provide
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much needed commercial consistency for all parties involved on construction projects in
Manitoba.

Payment disputes, and the registration or giving of liens, are not uncommon. Lien bonds
provide a commercially sensible mechanism for vacating liens, ensuring the distribution
of funds on a project and protecting the payor from a potential breach of contract claim
while also preserving the payor’s cash flow in the event that the payor has a defence to
the lien claim.

The application judge’s decision diminished the utility of lien bonds by creating
uncertainty about whether lien bonds would be adequate security. However, the Court of
Appeal’s reversal of the application judge’s decision has restored clarity on the utility of
lien bonds as the preferred means of security to vacate liens and “Ensuring payment of
contractors and subcontractors and encouraging liquidity in the flow of funds”.
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Richard Yehia, James W. Macl ellan, Evan Ivkovic
Expertise

Construction

BLG | Canada’s Law Firm

As the largest, truly full-service Canadian law firm, Borden Ladner Gervais LLP (BLG) delivers practical legal
advice for domestic and international clients across more practices and industries than any Canadian firm.
With over 725 lawyers, intellectual property agents and other professionals, BLG serves the legal needs of
businesses and institutions across Canada and beyond — from M&A and capital markets, to disputes, financing,
and trademark & patent registration.

blg.com

BLG Offices

Calgary Ottawa Vancouver

Centennial Place, East Tower World Exchange Plaza 1200 Waterfront Centre
520 3rd Avenue S.W. 100 Queen Street 200 Burrard Street
Calgary, AB, Canada Ottawa, ON, Canada Vancouver, BC, Canada
T2P OR3 K1P 1J9 V7X 1T2

T 403.232.9500 T 613.237.5160 T 604.687.5744

F 403.266.1395 F 613.230.8842 F 604.687.1415
Montréal Toronto

1000 De La Gauchetiére Street West Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower

Suite 900 22 Adelaide Street West

Montréal, QC, Canada Toronto, ON, Canada

H3B 5H4 M5H 4E3

T 514.954.2555 T 416.367.6000

F 514.879.9015 F 416.367.6749

The information contained herein is of a general nature and is not intended to constitute legal advice, a complete statement of the law, or an
opinion on any subject. No one should act upon it or refrain from acting without a thorough examination of the law after the facts of a specific

3


https://www.blg.com/en/people/y/yehia-richard
https://www.blg.com/en/people/m/maclellan-james
https://www.blg.com/en/people/i/ivkovic-evan
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/construction
http://www.blg.com

BLG

situation are considered. You are urged to consult your legal adviser in cases of specific questions or concerns. BLG does not warrant or
guarantee the accuracy, currency or completeness of this publication. No part of this publication may be reproduced without prior written
permission of Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. If this publication was sent to you by BLG and you do not wish to receive further publications from
BLG, you may ask to remove your contact information from our mailing lists by emailing unsubscribe@blg.com or manage your subscription
preferences at blg.com/MyPreferences. If you feel you have received this message in error please contact communications@blg.com. BLG’s
privacy policy for publications may be found at blg.com/en/privacy.

© 2025 Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP is an Ontario Limited Liability Partnership.


mailto:unsubscribe@blg.com
http://blg.com/MyPreferences
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy



