
PROI'çtTIC"CONVEYANeVS.

We mnay be permitted to remark that our angry friendmay be "right in a good deal of bis criticism, though wedeprecate the trenchant style in which be deals witb adversevjews. The subject is confessedly intricate, and it does flotfollow that because " The Legal News " sees one side in avery bright light indeed, there is notbing to be said on the
other."

But while Mr. Travis can conifort himself over a convertto his opinion of the usefulness of the Privy Council, he hasta nmourn the lapse froin intelligence of the only judge inwhom he had any confidence-the Chief justice of tbeSupremne Court. Mr. Travieconfidently predicted, that theDominion License Act of 1 883 " being a general Act for theregulation of traffic in intoxicating liquors, for the ' peaceand order' of Canada, is an Act regulating trade, and is asvalid as the Canada Temperance Act, the Fisheries Act, ortbe Insurance Act." But the Supreme Court bas unani-mousîy decided otherwise. The questions subrnitted ta the
court xvere:

(1) Are the following Acts in wbole or in pa 'rt within tbelegisiative autbority of the Parliament of Canada, viz.:I. The Lîquor License Act of 1883. Il. An Act ta amendthe Lîquor License Act of 1883.
(2) If tbe Court is of opinion tbat.a part, or parts only, ofthe said Acts are within the legisiative authority of tbe Par-liament of Canada, wbat part or parts of the said Acts are

witbin such authority.
In rendering tbe opinion of tbe court, tbe Chief justicesaid «.-« We bave considered all the matters referred, andmny learned brother Strong, my learned brotber Fournier,mny learned brother Gwynne, and myself, are of opinion thattbe Acts in question are ultra vires of tbe, Parliament of tbeDominion, except in so far as they regulate vessel licensesand wholesale licenses. My learned brotber Henry is ofOpinion that tbe Acts are ultra. vires in whole. We shailreport to the Government accordingly."

No reasons wvere given by the Court.


