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Drovince of Writish Columbia.

SUPREME COURT.

BOLE, J] T [June 16.
Assignment IN RE SHARP.
Hor m‘emf;;“ﬁ)ene{it of creditors— Homestead cxemption—Identical goods
In t art of stock in trade no! exempt.
and the hsr:latter of the C.reditor.s Trust Deed Act, 1890, and Amending Acts,
In thyr estead exemption claim of Sharp & Co., merchant tailors.
them entitleg]atter the claimants (Sharp & Co.) applied for an order decl
out of the toa h?mestead exemption of $500 worth of personal property
The §o§ds a§518n€d by them for the benefit of creditors.
Counse] Cgor?t s claimed were of course'part of their stock in trade. Claimants’
Claimeq, }, dended that the property in these goods, i.e., the $500 worth
“Deeq :)fi\ hever passed' to the assignee by reason of the clause in the
Sonal prope ssignment,” which read as follows : “Save and except such per-
Act anq Il)l rty as may be selected by the said debtors under the Homestead
Measyreq l;e Homestead Exemption Act, 1890,” and that their rights were
to the Ho y the assignment deed of March 26th, 1896, without any reference
SCCt'mestead Act of l893
ion 10 of the Homestead Act, 1893, reads as follows : “ Provided that

Nothj .
-romlnfei};fll;eln- contajned .f,hall be construed to exempt any.goods or chattels
Wenticy) goedm satisfaction of a debt contracted for or in respect of such
a5 follows - 0“§ or Chattels.,” and cap. 24 of the statutes of 1896, sec. 10, reads
Seizure of ;11 The following personal ' property shall. be exempt from forced
Chattelg of ) edby any process a.t law or in equity, that is to say: the. goods and
representat; ebtor at the option of such debtor, or if dea.d, of his persopal
Crein Conta-e’ to the value of five hundred dollars ; provided that nothing
Seizure i sa:'ned §hall be construed to exempt any goods or chatt'els fr'om
80ods o, ch :Sfachon of'a debt contracted .for or in respect of such identical
S to Permita tels ; prov:def] further, that th}s section shall not be construed so
ise Which fOa trader to claim as an ?xemptlon any of tlixe goods and merchan-
he rm a part of the stock in trade of his business.” ]
case of Wert v. McEachron, reported ante p. 208, was i

aring

tna), ted at the
the goods claimed

H
eld, that as no evidence was adduced to show that
f the Homestead

e
me!:dt:i:mption did not fall within the purview of sec. 2 O

eld ml Act, 1893, therefore the Act applied.
Matterg 0;- also that the statute of 1896 applied on the groun
Peal Cy procedure, and would be therefore retrospective : Hardner v. Lucas,
0. Qe 582 Singer v. Hassom 26 L. T., 326 ; Kimbray v. Draper, 37
Ey " B 805 4. G.v. Thebold, 24 Q. B. . s60; Wright v. Hale, 30 L. J.

40,
Kemg ;f ones v. Bennett, 63 L. T. 7953 Dibb v. Walker, (1893) 2 ch. 429 ;
Must fai) Wright, (1895) 1 ch. 121, 126 C. A, then the debtors’ contention

Hey
4, also, that in any event the debtors cannot be heard t

d that it relates to

o say that they



