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Supreie Court. It was not a side wind, sells a mortgage to this Couipany, and
but merely a motion to obtain the opin- the vîew of the hon. Senator froni Rich-
ion of the Supreme Court on the con- mond is correct, there is no doubt it will
stitutionality of such a monstrous clause, very soon be decided in the .ceurts, and,
preventing French capital frorm coming if his view is correct, the
into the Province of Quebec. mortgagor will pay no more than six

lon. -Mr. FERRIER-I may say per cent. I know this view lias been
that in seconding the amendment I did held already - that companies who are
so for no other pur'pose than to have the limited to a certain rate of interest can-
opinion of the Supreme Court judges for not, even when they buy a mot tgage
the security of both lenders and borrow- with a higher rate of interest, collect
ers. When it was made clear to me more than the ainount to which they are
yesterday that the Supreme Court could limited ia their charter. That is the
not take up the reference so far as the advice that lias been given hw eminent
Quebec Legislature was concerned I had counsel to some of the best companies in
nothing more to say on the subject. 1 Canada. What I contend is that I
do not want, however, to have a wrongv believe the construction I place upon
impression created in the minds of this clause is a proper one. If anybody
members of tllis flouse tlat thimt cornes and offers this Corpany a mort-
Conipany is» not going to mnake miore gage bearih seven or eight ier cent.,
than six per cent. The hon. getlebman they can buy it if they please at any rate
who bas charge of the Bill stated what agreed upon. I do not believe any-
is quite correct - that the Company is body is going to seil a nortgage at
free to buy and sell as mucli as any 50 par cent. discount, unless it is a very
individual. If a mortgage is offered themu bad security. This Conpany proposes to
at a discount they will receive a propor- lend noney at 6 per cent. on very
tionately higher rate of interest. The stringent conditions, stated in the Bil.
Comittee had th-at fact before them, and There are two ways in which it can ban.
the flouse should nnderstand it too -- gt must co e inuder al the conditions in
the Company will get exactly the value the second clause before the orpany
of the purcliase they make. Their upoject cai ban at 6 per cent., anyd t-ii it is
is to make as inucli money as they can t) ouly to, a certain arnount. This Compativ
their invbstments. does not expect to buy mortgages in the

50 pthe eon. gentleman supposes. It is
a Company with $5,000,000 capital, and

gD4entleman fromi Montreal lias very cor-* it is goiag, to do business in a way that
rectly stated wvhat ruy opinion was, as ~ Iyohrcopayos. twiIJn
gave it to the Comm-ittee, 1, at the saie ma y t er cent . m Tt wiay bend

lemoney at 6 per cent. on ery

time, stated that the romoters of thisrnge onds t ed
the, oua ofttheniobeigctmen mreet n h per cent.; that is my interpretation of
the Houste houldundastandoitmoo,-a tmsub-section 4 of clause 1.
said tnat botn ne and his partner in
Montreal had cone to the conclusion
that they could only exact six per cent.
under any circumstances, even when they
purchased mortgages, and that the view
they held was the sanie as that enter-
tained by the hon. Senator froi Rich-
mond.

Hon. Mr. DICK EY - If that is the
case, then what is the harin of adopting
the amendment I

Hon. Mr. GIBBS - [t is simply this :
if it is now law, there is no necessity
for the amendment, and another thing,
the object of pi4bposing the arnendment
is to defeat the Bill, and there cai be no'
other object in view. If any person

Hon. Mr. DeBouchervile.

lion. 31r. SCOTT - I think there can
lie no doulit whatever that this Company
can purchase mortgages at any price
stipulated between the holder of the
mortgage and the Company itself, and it
makes no difference whether that mort-
gage bears six, or seven, or eight per cent.
The question as to their power to eract
more than six per cent. on such mortgages
is one that I an not prepared at this
moment to answer. It will be admitted
that in construing the statutes it is an
invariable rule, where a subsequent
clause in any way conflicts with the pre.
ceding clauses, the subsequent section
prevails. The Company are given a
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