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questions Stephens,de-ourpresents principal for stitution. Texas v. 100 Tex.Co.the
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grantedsomethinglaw, purposes essentially publicto to a forbut do under.make and
previously Though applica- promote generallaw tomade. the the ofwelfare all the

peopledepended state,on oftion execution the actand of the and that in whomthose
voluntary assumption granted powers agentsof author-the the vest exercise them as of

ity, binding Standingas law placeforce the the state.still the of act in the of the sover-
principal eign state,dependent. agents can, course,ob-was not so theThe of exer-
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followingby city.power Countythe limits oflative are answered the the Bexar v. Lin-

Jones, den, 761;339, City28 Tex.in Antonio v. 110declaration San Tex. 220 ofS. W.
32, Posnainsky, 127,viz.: Galveston v. 62 Tex. 50 Am.
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legislative authority.”.the Appeals. opinionofCourt Civil of ChiefSee
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applicationThe and of lawexecution the 13,263, 1922.247 S. W. delivered December
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ofexercise in ofdiscretion the enactment by thingsthorized a law thosevalid to do all
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Staples Co., 571;207; Llano S.Fed. v. 28 W. days prescribed by thewithin the six statute

J. 847. accuracy,12 C. to its and cor-with foundreference
powers rect,thethink that conferred areWe and the two witnesses must concurother

Key-Numbered Digeststopiccgau>For allin andother cases see same and KEY-NUMBER Indexes
*Rehearing 21,denied March 1923.




