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ing ta the administration of justice, was within the power of the
legisiature of Onitario. We may compare with this Regi*ta v.
Beltnett,* where it w held by the Ontarid Queen's Bench Divi-
sion that the right of -'ro *incial legisiatures to legisiate in relation
to the administration of i istice includes a right to make provi-
sion for the appointment'of police magistrates and justices of the
peace by the Lieutenant-Governor, though, per Cameron, J., it
did not follow that it included the right ta create Queen's Coun-
sel, the status of whom " is one of mere honour and dignity, and
not necessarily connected with the administration of justice."t

on the same principle, in I re Wilson v. McGuire,t the
rnajority of the Ontario Court of Queen's Bench held that pro-
vincial legisiatures have com?-iete jurisdiction over Division
Courts, and may appoint the officers ta presîde over t hem,
Hagarty, C.J., observing: "As they (i.e., the local legisiatures)
have power ta abolish such courts, and ta establish others for the
disposai of the like or other classes of business, 1 assume their
right ta appoint officers to preside over them." Armour, J.,
however, took a différent view from his brother judges in this
case, for, after observing that even without s. 96 of the British
North Amierica Act the power ta appoint County Court judges
xvould have resided with the Governor-General, as representing
Her Majesty in the Dominion,§ and that the power of the local
legisiatures ta appoint judges of --he Division Court did not, in
his opinion, properly arise in this case, he adds:I "When that
question shail arise I will, I trust, be able ta show by satisfactorv
reasons that the local legisiature has no such power. The
reasonitng of the Supreme Court in Leiioiy v. Ritch ie, 3 S.C.R.
575, r Cart. 488, in which case that court determined against
the powver of' the local legislatures ta appoint Queen s Counsel,
is altogether against their having the power ta appoint any
jud(ges." Thus he, evidently, did not consider that No.

1 (O.IL 44.5, 2 Cftrt. 634 (1882).

tl O R., at P. 460, 2 Cart., at p. 640. As to this niatter of Queen's Counmc;, see
.%lýo per 'raschereau, J., in Lenoiv- v. Rxitchie, (1879) 3 S.C.R., ut pi). 627-9, 1 Cart.,
at 1p1.534-5,andtassipii i that crise; ils Ilodgins' Reports of Ministers of Tustice, etc.,

2a ().R. t 18, 2 Cart. 665 (1883).
M A to whiclh, however, sec 7'sie illar'iffpe b'ank qf C'anacia v. Th~e G, ner,,/

o/ New Brunswick, [ 1892] A. C 437.
J 2 O.R., at pli. 128-9, 2 Cart., Rt 11, 677.


