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The Su

ingtan preme Court of Canada, on the 12th
Act of ,lgggnounced the Dominion License
v op, , known as the McCarthy Act, to
liconseg f; a8 rega.r.dg the regulation of retail
upon th;a ;‘us decision, which was given
last soqus re erence provided for by the Act of
jlld"menlton, ig Das(?d, apparently, upon the
Rego. "L 1:I:of the Privy Council, in Hodge v.
briotly t}" 18.) The history of the matter is
otni] 18: When the decision of the Privy
Proges in szssell V. Reg. (5 L.N. 25, 33) was
authorix;ce;i, it was supposed to be conclusive
ofther Y for agsuming tl.la.t the whole subject
arliy II?uor traffic was given to the Dominion
from th:;;:, a.'nd. conse_quently taken away
thy Ay fovmcm,l Legislatures. The McCar-
o b o 1883 was thereupon enacted by
; arliament of Canada, When the case of
cilo gt,ehv.’ Reg. was.carried to the Privy Coun-
pr(’stati eir lqrdshlps disavowed the inter-
provic 311 ghl.cl.l had been placed upon their
Hoap § decision. The judgment in the
shi pZCCase says (7 L.N. 23): “Their lord-
conter r(;gsll)der that th.e powers intended to be
Actof 1877}' the Act in question (the Ontario
ke ) When properly understood, are
e, liegulatlox}s in the nature of police or
actior fOI;athregulatlons of a merely local char-
lioongey h 6 good government of taverns, &c.,
uch o or the sale of liquors by retail, and
cipalit are caleulated to preserve in the muni-
prows é’, peace and public decency, and re-
cQndlm:unkennesls and disorderly and riotous
terfors ;v’tf}ts such they cannot be said to in-
and o 1th the general regulation of trade
Parlion mezl":::e which belongs to the Dominion
mal :{lt-(i The effoct of this decision was

of Canadla houbtful whe.sther the Parliament
Dassing i1 h;d not legislated wltra vires in
art gon G c_Ca.rthy Act, and the Supreme
the A’c A Special reference, now holds that
28 ror tez mto effect 'flltra vires, except 80 far
Wholeame 1 the licensing of vessels and
relate toetﬁcense& ~and. also, except 8o far as
Sions of h. @ carrying into effect of the provi-
Canada Temperance Act of 1878.

Among other decisions of the Supreme
Court rendered on the same day are the fol-
lowing :— Morse v. Martin, (5 L.N. 99), appeal
of plaintiff dismissed with costs ; Sulte v. City
of Three Rivers, (5 L.N. 330), appeal dismissed
with costs; Charlebois et al. & Charlebois, and
Charlebois & Charlebuis, (5 L.N. 421), appeal
in each case dismissed ; Gingras & Symes,
(7 L.N. 126) appeal dismissed ; Cuty of Montreal
& Hall, (6 L.N. 155), appeal dismissed ; Stevens
& Fisk, (6 L.N. 329), judgment reversed ; Cho-
lette & Bain, (7 L.N. 220), judgment reversed,
and election annulled.

We are pleased to notice that Canadian de-
cisions are read with care in Missouri. Our
learned contemporary the American Law Re-
view, not only examines the questions decided
but, apparently, has leisure to detect typo-
graphical errors. He has discovered a mis-
print which occurs in a reference in a Quebec
report published some ten years ago; but
oddly enough, our contemporary in correcting
this error, himself misprints the title of the
case, and changes “ Dansereau” to “ Dause-
reau.” The learned critic, therefore, hardly
commends himself to the office of proof
reader.

There is some pertinence in the following
remarks of the Law Journal (London).—“ Per-
haps the worst of the evils of a Court of Ap-
peal in arrear, is that the judges work under
pressure. Lord Justice Bowen, a short time
since, appealed to the bar to co-operate with
the judges in clearing the list by shortening
their arguments. We are sorry for the neces-
gity for this request, because go soon as a
Court of Appeal begins in any way to hurry
its work, so soon does it begin to be inefficient
as a Court of Appeal. A Court of Appeal
ought to hear everything which can be said.
Assistance might be rendered by succinctness
of argument, but harm rather than good
would be done by omitting anything.”

Mr. Justice Papineau, on the 17th instant,
in Exchange Bank v. Burland, decided that
shareholders who are depositors cannot offset
their deposits against double liability calls by
the liquidators. There are so many persons
interested in this decision, that we print the
text of the judgment in the present issue.




