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constitutional, we should only have to start
ail over again; while if we leave, as we pro-
pose to do, the privileges of landiords within
the jurisdiction of every province, there ia
no possibility of any doubt being raised in
connectian with our amendment.

Sir HENRY DRAYTON: 1 would will.
ingly give in to my hion. friend if it were
possible in my opinion logically to do so on
the ane hand, and on the other hand to
maintain our bankruptcy law. Logically, 1
cannot see the difference between saying to a
preferred creditor, wbo has risked bis capital,
that bis preference shall be absolutely void
under our bankruptcy law, while we say to
the landiord, wbo bas risked nothing except
the occupancy of bis property, "We will flot
interfere with you."

Sir LOMER GOUIN: That is the me-it
of the provision.

Sir HENRY DRAYTON: The menit of
the provision? I sbould tbink the menit is
ail with the man who has risked his capital.
But on tbe question of property and civil
rigbts, is there any distinction between a pre-
ferred creditor and a preferred landlord?
You interfere with local law in eacb case.

Mr. MARTELL: Ta it nat a fact that in ail
failures, even under provincial laws-and this
is certainly the case in Nova Scotia-the
landiord bas priority over ail other creditors?

Sir HENRY DRAYTON: I know that
there is such a preference. In Ontario it bas
been one of twelve montha down to the
time of the failure, and three months after-
wards. But we changed that in Ontario by
aur legialation; it is only three months naw,
if I remember rightly, to the time of the fail-
uire. But there is no trouble in Ontario.

Mr. MARTELL: There is no troubile in
Nova Scotia.

Sir HENRY DRAYTON: It was a just
change to maire, and I believe Nova Scotia
had the same provision as Ontario.

Sir LOMER GOUIN: Suppose we poat-
pone furtber discussion of this point until
we get ta that amendment.

Sir HENRY DRAYTON. Very well.

Mr. BOYS: If the minister is afraid of
the question of landiords' rights, if hie fears
that we are treading upon provincial juris-
diction in interfering witb tbe landlords ini
their dlaim for rent, wbat bas be to say re-
garding tbe Statute of Limitation&? lJnder
the law of Ontario, whicb I imagine is the

sanie as ini many other provinces, the
creditor has a rigbt of action for six years.
But if you give tbe bankrupt bis discbarge,
and if y-ou want seriously ta face this question
of provincial rights, wbat about the applica-
tion of the Statute of Limitations in this
case? Wben you give the debtor bis discharge
you say to the creditor tbat wbile tbe law
of bis province givea him for six years the
rigbt ta sue, yet under federal legislation in
tbis particular respect hie shaîl not sue at all?
1 arn not seeking ta raise tbese provincial
questions, but now tbat we are discussing
tbem I aRn surprised ta bear tbe minister
state that there is a grave doubt concerning
aur rigbt witb respect ta the landiords.

Mr. MARTELL: 1 understand the min-
ister ta propose that as regards tbe landlord's
preference tbe provincial Iaw as it previously
stood shall be invaked again. Ia nat tbat
f air ta thase people wbo bave been brought
up under that law, and ta tbe lawyers wbo
are fully acquainted with it?

Mr. BOYS: Tbe hion, gentleman is quite
rigbt; that is exactly wbat tbe minister says.
and that is acceding ta tbe suggestion that we
are interfering witb provincial rigbts. But
I am asking tbe minister's attention ta an-
ather feature wbicb is mare far-reacbin- tban
that. The Statute of Limitations in Ointaria
gives tbe creditar tbe rigbt ta sue within a
period af six years.

Mr. MARTELL: It is the samne witb us.

Mr. BOYS: WelI, are you nat taking tbhit
rigbt away by this legislation wben yau give
authority for tbe discbarge of the bank-
rupt? I arn absolutely in favaur of tbe
discharge, but if we are ta worry about prov-
incial questions, I sbould think it would be
better ta take time ta consider ahl these mat-
ters, because tbere is no earthly doubt that
you are interfering witb the right of the
creditor under the Statute of Limitations
when you provide for the discbarge of the
debtor. It mnay be well for us ta go cautiously
until the Privy Council bas passed upon the
question. If yau venture inta tbe realm of
provincial rigbts there are a number of other
questions, besides that of landiords, wbich
might be urged along the saine line.

There is another feature with regard tu thoý
autborized trustee on wbiéb I might speak
for a moment. I have listened carefuily ta
wbat the minister bas said on this point, and
while I bave an absolutely open mind an the
subjeet I must confess that bie bas not con-
vinced me. I amn in favaur of the autborized
trustee, because, as I think, you will get in


