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WValkem, J.1 IN RE FONG YUK. [April 15.

C» ùnese Jimigration Adi-Proslitute- Gentral reputation.

The Chinese Immigration Act <î9oo> s. r2, provides that no persan shalH
bring into Canada any person of Chinese arigin who is a prostitute or
living on the prostitution of others.

An order nisi was issued calling on the Collector of Custorms to shew
cause why a writ of habeas corpus should not issue ta decide whether one
Fong Vuk, a Chinese womanl who liad recently corne froin China, should
be released froni custody or detained ta be deported ta China pursuant to
the Act. The womnan admitted that before leaving British Columibia for
China sanie months previously she had been leading the life of a prostitute,
and there was sorne general evidence that the house in which she lived had
the reputation of being one of ilI-fame.

H1è/d, that the evidence was sufficient to warrant the detention of the
woinan for the purpose of deporting her ta China. See Clarke v. Priant
(1742) 2 Atk. 339 Re. v. Mc.iVameara (1891> 2o Ont. R. 49 Amn. and
Eng. Enc. of Law, vol. 9, par. 531, 2.

In this case an affidavit drawn in a language not understood by the
deponent was allowed ta be read, as it appeared froni the jurat that it was -

first rend over and interpreted ta the der.anent ; the Court in this respect -

not followving the decision of Chief justice l3egbie iii In re Aht Gweay, 2
B.C. Rep. 343.

Ber#nard, in support of order nisi, Alexis Afarfin, for the Collector of'
Custorns, contra.

Mccoll, C.J.] CAMPBELL V;. UNITED CANNERIES. [June 25.

Rerenue tax-- Canner- Tack/e furnishedl fis/zermien- WhIellher canners
/iabie for revenue tax-R. S. B. C 1897, c. 167, and B. . Stat. i8ç>ç,

App-.%l by defendants ta the County Court froni an order made by
R. A. Anderson, Stipendiary Magistrate, under the Revenue Tax Act,
whereby the defendants were ordered ta pay Colin S. Camipbell, a Provin-
cial Constable, the suni of $z,8oo and $3.5o conts.

Helil, allowing the appeal, that where canners furnish fishermen with
fishing apparatus, but there is no agreement binding the fishermen ta seil
their catch ta the canners, the latter are not lhable for the revenue tax in
respect af such fishermen.

Martin, K.C., for appellants. Bazvser, K,C., for Crown.


