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then in force, R. S. O). 1887, chi. 203:; Attorney-General v.
Hamilton St. Rw. Co., 241 A. R1. 170.

The Legislature forthiwithi proceeded to remedy this Iby
passing a new- Act, "to prevent the profanation of the Lord's
D)ay." (M1 S. 0. 1897, chi. 246). This was of larger scope
thian the one of 1887, passed upon by thie Court, and by secs.
7 and 8 expresslyv provides for the prohibition of Sundayiý ex-
cursions by railway, and forbids generally (with exceptionis
iiot niow relevant), the operating of electrie street railway
cars on the Lord's Day. In 1901, a broader leg'al question
was ri'ýiSed as to the power of the provincial Legisiature to
ensect chi. 246. T}I)e whiole Act was broughit before the Court
of Appeal for Ontario, upon questions submnitted by the
Lieu tenaut-Goveruor iu Council. The flrst question was as
to the validity of the whole Act, and in particular as to secs.
1,, 7, and 8, aud it was answered by a majority of the Court,
and the answer affinnied the validity of the statute. Two sub-
sidiary questions were also subxuitted: (1) as to the power
of the province to prohihit Suinday work, on railways subjeet
to thie exclusive lisaieauthority of the Dominion; an~d
{ 2) as to the like powers in the case o! railways declared to be
for the ,eneral adranqitage of Canada. These latter questions
were amsweredI negativing sucli power iu the province: Re
Lord's Da~y Arti of Ontario, 1 (O. W. 1t 312. An appeal w8s
then taken to the ?rivy Couincil, and thiat tribunal reversed
the opiniion of thie nia ority of the Judges bldoiw on the first
question, aud it was deeided that the. Act as a viiole was
vlira rires, for substantially the saie tess-ons as thoso given
by Armour, C.J., the dissenting Judge. Trheir LordshiPs
Ilield that the Act "treated as a whiole,»' l'as one dealing wt
a sub3qc(ýt fàlling undaer the classification o! ý' erininaâl law,
which by the distribution of powers in the BritishNot
Amprica Ac, 186ô, sec, 91, sub.-sec. 27, vas roesrvedfo
the exclusive legislative authority o! the Parliient O
Canada: Ito(riiey-Geiieral v. H1amîlion St. Rw. Co-, 1103
A. C., p. 521. Their to)rdlshipls held that tiai answer toth
f11st question rendered it uree >sr aî 4nsvertescod(


