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the debtor to the eredito r, Mnust bc Iirnited in its seope tO trans?
fers of considerations other than niouey, eucli as bis, notes or
goods.

QuSoe, whethei', if bbc phîintiff had beei hield cxititled to
the relief asked for, Qault Bros, would then have had the right,
under s. 46 of the Act, to have restored to, them the claim they
lhad previously held against a 4urety for the itisolvents, it beiug
urged that the discharge of the insolvexits diseharged the surety
aima.

Haggart, K..C., and Hoskiii, for plaintiff. Aikins, K.C., for
defendants.

p~rovince of IBrittz Columbia.

SUPREME COURT.X

1unter, {J.J.] EMERSON V. SK<INNER. [May 30.

COmistruction of statitte-C roiwn-Maj'im "nova comstif ut io
fii.tiris, etc."

On an application to, disehlarge an order of replevin taken by
plaintiff whereby certain logs liati been seimed hy defendant.
purporting to aet under authority of meent legisiatiou, relative
to tirnber eut on Crown landsa kinown as the Timber Manufac-
turing Act, 11906. Sec. 2 of that Act is am fullows: Ail timber eut
on ungranted lands of the Crowxi or on lands of the Crown which
shall hereafter he granted, shall be used in this Province or be
manufactured in this P>rovince into boards, joists, ,siingles, etc.,"
and by ri. 4 the Chief Commiesioner of Lands and Works and
his officers or servants and agents are empr wered to do ail things
nepessary to prevent the breaeh of s. 2, and for that purpose to
make seizures and detain ail timbe~r so eut and every steamboat
towing the same, whe-re it appears to the Chief Commissioner
that it 18 flot the intention of the lessee or lieensee, owner or
holder or piarson in "osession of the timber, to manufacture the
same within the 'Province, and where a seizure is miade it ie pro-
vided that the onus of shewing the timuber seized ia not subject
fo the provisions of the Aet. The Iogs seized were admittedly
eut before the passage of the Aet ùûd the question arose whether
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