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REPORTS AND NOTES 0F CASES.

Iprov'înce of O'ntario.
COURT 0F APPEAL.

From Britton, J.j REx v. CARLISLE. [.Oct. 26.

Consfituxïonail ai-Ontario Liquor Act, 1902-Intra Vires- Vcting On é
elector-s-De/egation of legisiative power- Corrupipractices-Appoint-
ment of judge to conduct trial-Jurisdàition-Place cf triai-Jury-
(.4nvictin- Sentence-Imprison ment-Penalty-Ccsts-Form of con-
t'îiin-Habeas corpus- Warrant cf commitment.

The subject matter of tbe Ontario Liquor Act, t9o2. is one with
.regard ta which the Legisiature is competent to enact a law or laws.
Atorney- General for Qntario v. Attorney- Genet-al for Dominion <1896)
A.C. 348, and .4ttorney- General of Manitoba v. Manitoba License 1-olders'
Association, (1902) A.C. 73, followed,

The Legislature, in enacting the Liquor Act, did flot exceed or faau ta
properly exercise, its powers.

Legîslatiori which provides a law, but leaves the time and mariner of
its taking cffect ta be dezermined by the vote of the electors, is not a dele-
gation of legisiative power to them.

Russell v. Thze Queen, 7 App. Cas. &9, The Queen v. Burah, 3 App.
Casý 889, and City' of Fredericton v. The Queen, 3 S.C.R. 5o5 followed.

By.s. 91 (4), providing that the President of the Iligh Court shall
designate a County or District Judge to conduct the trial of persans
accused af corrupt practices at the taking of the vote under P>art L., the
Legisiature did flot assume the power of appointing judges, and did flot
exceed its powers in providing that a County or District Judge designated
should exercise jurisdiction outside of his own county or dist~rict ; and a
judge so% designated may.try the accused without a jury.

The provisions of sub-ss. (2) and (3) Of S. 91 are amplifications af tie
provisions af the Ontario Fiection Act which are incorporated in the
Liquor Act ; and the judge in this case did flot excced his pawers in
senxencing the accused, whom he found guilty of personation, ta one
year's imprisoniment in addition ta the paynlent of a penalty Of $400 and
costs.

The jurisdiction is ta try at any place in Onîtario, and it appearing in
the order of conviction that the trial was held under the Act and that the
offence was committed at the city of Toronto, and the prisoner being
sentenced ta be imprisoned in the common gaol af the county of York at
the city ai Toronto, the order shewed jurisdiction, although it did not
spceify the place of trial.
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