
STOTHERS v. BORROWMAN.

F. H. Thompson, K.C., for the decfenidantl.
J. R1. C'artwright, K.',for the A it ornewv-General for Onterio.
The Attorney-General for Caaawsnotified, but did flot

appear.

SUTHIERLAND, J., in1 a written opinion, sald thiat it Nva: con-
tended that the whole of the Liquor \Ad issurcddwrvr
the Canada Teinperance Act is brouglit intlo force; thatic 1,11
purported to mrate a new criIne-t-thus invading thec I)oxinioni
jurisdic-tîon: B.N.A. Act, sec. 91(27); aiid The Quecnvi v. Ilodge
(1882), 7 A1.246, 247, Ilodge v. Thte Queni (188) 9 Apli. C'as.
117, and Russell v. The Queen (1882), 7 App. Cas. 829,8, wure

eie.He was flot able to see, howvver, thiat 1c 141 conflicted
with anytliing in the Canada TeierxceA. 1 feec to
Attorney-General for Ontario v. ýAtt orne-Gnev for t 1we PIiîouin
[18961 A.C. 348; Ilodge v. The Qucen, 9 App. (a.at 1p. 131;
Regfina v. Stone (1892), 23 (XB, 46, 49); Ilegina v-. )i\ason (1890),
17 A.R. 221, 241.

It was argued that sec. 14 1, as amîendedg , inus le re aid i i t1he
liglit of secs. 139 and 140, and applied only to, cases comning under
those sections; but the argument ignored the prvsosof the
Act respecting the Revisîon and Consolidation of the Statutiles of
Ontario, 3 & 4 Geo. V. ch. 2, sc94,as to the etTect of marginal
note,, and headings.

It wvas also argued that the inatter deait with 1y sec 11 was
a matter of miunicipal regulation: but it is the P'rovince wich
gives a muiinîcipality its powers.

The learned Judge's opinion was, that sec. 1411, as ajnendved,
was intra vires of th(, Ontario Legisiature, andl had not beeni super-
seded by the Canada Teinperance Act; ami thiat the motiont on
ail grounds must lx, disnîissed, and with costs.
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Appeal-Master 's Rpr-dmc-Ce.1-Anappeil 1)y
the plaintiff from the report of the Local Master at London. The
appeal was heard at the London Weekly' Court. The11 lcearne4d
Judige, ini a brief nm'mrandum, said thiat, upon conisidlenation.
lie enitirely agreed with the findings of fart and conclusions of law
of the Master, stated in his written reasons. heappeail sbould
be imisd and there shouid be judgmient ini aceordanice withi
the report, with rosts (if the tril, reference, and appeal Wo the
defendant. P. H1. Bartlett, for the plaintiff. R1. G. Fishier, for
the, defendant.


