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to "rights" outaide the Province. The conclusion is apparntly

I I unavoidable that: a law which relates directly to the corporate
property of a Provincial compan.y or to the ahares of ita individual
members is valid, even tbough its necessary effect is the impair-
ment of rights which the non-resident mernbers of the company

t [ are entitled Wo exercise outside the Province in respect of the
disposition of their shares. When 1 expressed my opinion to this
effect (see especially secs. 2 and 4 of the former article), 1 did nct
kncv wbwether any authorit% could be produced in support of it.
Bwi 1 have since found two j udicial declarations which, so far
as they g;o, a,--- inimical to the doctrine propounded by N-r.
Masters. ir Jones v. Canada C.R. Co.(b), where the effect of the~
clause concerning "property and civil rightas" was discussd by
OsIer, J., with reference to an enactment wbich purported to
validate a transaction requiring the holders of a raîlway cornpany's
debentures to exchar.ge them for mhares. the learned Judge made
the following remarks-

"I amn of opinion that, wbere debte or other obligations arias out off
or ame authorized to be cont.racted under a local Act which ia puiaed
in relation to a matter witbin the powera of the local Legisaawre,
such debta or obligations inay be deait with or affected by aubeequent
Acte of the saine legiolature in relation to the sarne inatter, izd thia
notwithatanding that by a fiction o( law auch debte may b. domicaled
out of the Province."1

In that case, it will be observeti, the preesof the debentureii
had been actually paid over to the company. So far, therefori',
as the situsi of the property affected by' the statute in question
wa8 concerned, the situation ihivoived was easentially different
from that which was presented in Royal Batik of Canada v. Hez.

In Attorney General of Manitoba v. Manitoba License llolderd'
Asodialion(c>, where the clause under conuideration was thi
which relates to matters of a ' ;meriely local or pnivate nature ;a
the Province, ' the l>rivy ('ounril, after commenting upon iLs

decision in A ttorney (;eneral of Ontario v. A4 tiorniey General for the
D<"aninion(d), proct4-ded thuiq:-

(b) 46 1U.C.R., P. 261.
(c) (1902) A.C. 73 (79).
(d) (1894) A.(' 189.


