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order, having legislativeinwas delegating powerthat there in respectdetermined with to
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being,purpose), uponand thence governing citysuch came into the ofboard the to es-
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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
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32, Posnainsky, 127,viz.: Galveston v. 62 Tex. 50 Am.

Rep. 517.mayLegislature grant authority“The as well pass validityWe[3] notdo on the of thegive commands,as actsand done itsunder au-
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byis, provisions, dependmatter its made to on city. disposition dependsthe The of this case
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