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•missions. Surely this judgment has
»ofe importance upon the question
before us last Session than the iudff-
»ent in Rnssell vs. The Queen. The I

juestion which was before us ht^t
Session wa8-WL.t are the powers of I

the Local Legislatures with rtferenie*
l^tbe ls^ue and regulations of licenses ?

\Ihat was the question. The hon.
gentleman said they have no powers '

to regulate liceus' s—that they had no '

powers excpt with reference to the
raising of revenue for municipal or I

provincial purposes ; and he said • I
'

pove It l.y saying that a particular
j

^idgmtntgoestoshowit. Now we'
have got ajudgment which shows' this '

j^recise r ..int. And as the hon. gentle- !man would not jrut this jnd|meDt, I

which does not go to show, but which
jdoes show, mto the Speech, I do not
'

propose to move in amendment that it Ibe inserted, because that would be con-
'

Jrary to the bienaeaiice of parliamentary !

Jife as we understand it to-day, but I i

will read ,t. After explaining, or at-
tempting to explain, the decision in

'

Riwsell and The Queen, and the prin-
'

•iples on which that decision was
Kunded, and coming down to the
point in question :

.idUtki" ^^*^'P« proceed now to con-
sider the subject matter and LeaisUtive
•haracter of Sections 4 and 6 of^the r!!

for confined m its operations to municUpahties m the Province of Ontario and U

£!;«. P*"*^°"?**
**"' appointment ofEicense Commiasionew to act in each

under the name of Resolutions, what we
iTi""

By-Laws or rules to define the•ondmons and qualifications requisite foJobtaining Uvern or shop licences for sSeby retail of spirituous liquore within thelunicipftlity
; for limiting the number of

number of persons qualified to havetavern licenses may be exempted fromhaying aU the tavern accommodSon ?S^unred by law, atod for regulating H,^ns^
tavern: »nd shoo., for defning tiiSand powers of License Insn^S.^. -°°"^
iUipoee penaitiw for iafi^ion iftheS
Ii«K)lution8. These seem to beallmattSI

•«i".!ft!f •
'?,"^ "*»"'« '» tlie Province

n iirr^p:s^.j;' ttTotrsf

?

onging to municipal inffirutTons uude'j

Po:?itta^i!^^-fc^-;j^
Act m question, when properiy 2der
!S« *"J % ""^« 'e/uJafionf "n the"nature of pohce or municipal renulation!of a merely local charatter for th" aoCl

are raieuJated to preserve in the muuid-

press drunkenness and disorderlv an lno ous conduct. As such, X\ZSu^\LS SC/''" T"^ tbe'genJr3°egi/ !tion of trade and commerce which l«iongsto the Dominion Parliament «n^^not conflict wtththe prov?s?on«'n? t^''
Canada Temperance Act Si ^ ^^^

appear to ha^asyStLatS^ptri'
Onta^o^t-fSs"/,^fSr,£th;

America Sutute, 18«7.
^""**

{Jll^f^- ^''^«^ir« are therefore of opin-on that in relation to Section- 4 andlofthe Act m question, the Lecidature of

?n k"^!^'* ?'^*" >'»* poweSlSredon It by the Imperial Act of 1667 an^that in this respect there is no conflict twuh the powers of the Dominion Pa£-

was that It was the case according tohis opinion, and that it was judged br
Russell ^. The Queen that aM

I

^.?«'ature could not pass any law todecide who should have a license, orhow many licenses should be issued, or

th.v HT ^ ^°»'^' Ac—that aUthey could do was to impose a license
fee for provincial and munidpal nur-
poses a„d that any body who ^hos"? topay that fee, so far as the Local Go-

ISr* ""r
«^»<=erned, must' be

entitled to a license and could not be
restricted. That was ^.he hon. gentle-
in^n 8 proposition. I say that pSposi-
tion IS condemned conclusively by the

have said before, the hon. gentleman ia
acentraluer. I dare say he may ask


