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&wkey;s2I6Legisla-assignmentApp.) is 7. Waters and248 water coursesS. W. 1070. The —
power is in-ture’s water boardto establishOverruled.

specialherent without direct or constitution-judgmentassigned,For ofthe reasons the
provision.althingsinthe trial court is all affirmed.

Legislature authorityhas establish waterto
laws, pow-board to administer certain suchand

Legislatureer would be inherent di-in without
special provisionrect or constitutional there-

for.
Irrigation—<&wkey;43(l)BURGESS et al. v. AMERICAN RIO 8. Constitutional law

company engi-recognizingGRANDE LAND & IRRIGATION board of water
(No. 7766.) pre-authority mayCO. neers’ to make rates be

raising questioncluded from constitutionalAppealsCourt of Civil of Texas. San An- toas rates.April 20,tonio. 1927. Irrigation by recognizing rightcompany, of
engineersof to forboard water make ratesRehearing May 18,Denied 1927.

years, may byprecluded such actionbefive
<&wkey;62,80(2)I.Constitutional law raising question—Statutes from suchconstitutional as to

providing engineersfor board of water held rates.
creatingnot invalid as board withexecutive

&wkey;»26,legislative Con-9. Constitutional 27—Federallawjudicial (Rev.powers 1925,and St.
Const, strictly Con-stitution be and stateshould7560-7568; 2, I, 3, I,arts. art. art.§ §

beingconstrued;liberallystitutions federal5, I).and art. §
being general.limited, and state1925, 7560-7568, providingRev. St. arts. for

required construingStrict construction inengineers,board of water held not unconstitu-
Const, apply con-violating Constitution does not2, 1, federal. to3,tional as § art. §art.

Constitutions, should5, 1, powers leg- struction of state whichand art. relative to of§1.
construction,given sincebroadislative, liberaljudicial, departments be andand executive of

pow-governmentgovernment national is one of enumeratedgroundon that such statutes clothe
governments possessedof states arelegislative judicial ers whileexecutive board with and

legislation.general powerspowers. all ofof
<&wkey;298(3)2. Constitutional law and—Waters Court, Hidalgo Coun-Appeal from District<&wkey;216 providingwater courses for—Statutes Judge.Leslie,ty; E.J.engineersboard of water held not unconsti-

violating againstBurgess theprocess by(Rev.tutional and othersas due A.clauses Suit
1925, 7560-7568;St. Irrigationarts. Tex.Const. art. Land &Rio GrandeAmerican

I, 19; 5).§ U. S.Const. Amend. dismissal,judgmentCompany. ofFrom a
1925, 7560-7568, providingSt. arts.Rev. appeal. rendered.plaintiffs andReversed

engineers,for board waterof held not uncon- Kirkpatrick, ap-Mercedes,of for&Gauseviolating 1,asstitutional Const. Tex. art. § pellants.19, providing5,and Const. U. S. Amend. for due
appellee.Glasscock, Mercedes,process. D. W. of for

Attorney General, curias,The amicus for<<&wkey;403. Constitutional law cannot be—Statute engineers.andthe State board of waterapparent injustice,declared void for want of
public policy, prin-or violation of fundamental

FLY, Burgess, Clark,ciples government. C. J. A. M. J. andof
appellantsHess, herein,Joe thisinstitutedNo statute should be declared void because

apparent appelleeinjustice againstof public policy, action to ofobtain a writor ofwant
nor principles injunctionbecause restrainingit violates fundamental it from the enforce-

government, judiciary onlyof since can arrest ment and collection of increased rateswater
execution of statute when it with Con-conflicts arbitrarily by it,fixed and to restrain the
stitution. anycollection of rates in ofwater excess

by<&wkey;>48 those fixed the state waterboard of4. Constitutional law must be—Statute
beyond refusingengineersshown invalid from for ir-and waterreasonable doubt.

rigation purposes appellants. Appelleeto as-No statute beshould declared void if there
petition groundthe on ofjudicialbe sailed of wantdoubt inreasonable of itsmind

invalidity. jurisdiction pleadedin court and inthe
uneonstitutionalityabatement the suitof the<&wkey;60,80(1) Legisla-5. Constitutional law — creatingof the act boardthe en-of waterdelegate power laws,ture cannot to make nor

gineers. bycourt, agreement,The heardany exceptclothe agency judicialcourts with
pleapower. the'case on the in andabatement denied

injunctionLegislature andthe dismissed the oncausedelegate powercannot to make
laws, groundany govern- 7560,7561,agencies 7562, 7563,nor clothe the that articlesother of

judicial power exceptment 7565,with 7566, 7567,7564,courts. and of7568 Revised
1925, by Thirty-Statutes ofCivil enacted the<&wkey;20Legislative6. Constitutional law con-— Legislature,Fifth are unconstitutional understruction of Constitution should be considered

provisions 1, 2, 1,the of section articledetermining sectionin constitutionality of law.
3, 1, 5,and section articlearticle ConstitutionconstitutionalityWhen of law is under in-

Texas,legislative statevestigation, of the of and the Fifth Amend-construction of Consti-
alwaystution should be to the ofconsidered. Constitution the Unitedment States
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judg-grounds antagonistic Judgebyof America. the notThe stated in thereto. As said
unconstitutionality Cooley:for are:ment such .

any“It must be evident to theone thatappears“In ofthat it that watersaid board declare,power legislativeto a enactment voidthereof,engineers, andthe ofand members are judge,is one which the of falli-"conscious thedepartment gov-belong the executive theto of hility judgment,of the human will shrink fromTexas,ernment of state of and said statutesthe exercising anyin case where he can conscien­attempt uponto saidand devolveconstitute tiously regard dutyand with due to and officialpowers properly at-board and its members responsibility.oath legisla­decline the Thelegislativebelonging thetoandtached and/or judicial departmentstive and co-ordinatearegovernmentjudicial departments theof the of equalgovernment, dignity;of the of each isTexas; including particularly theandstate of supreme properalike in the exercise of itspower furnishing of waterfix rates theto fo.r functions, directly indirectly,and cannot ororgan-irrigation purposes by corporationsfor within,acting authority,while the limits itsofpowerirrigation purposes, iswhichforized subjected supervisionbe to the control or of thelegis-exclusivelybelongs to suchandattached other, assumptionwithout an unwarrantablepow-includingdepartment; theand alsolative by power which, bythat other of the Constit­complaintsconsider,hear, and determineer to ution, upon Cooley,is not it.”conferred Const.'thereon,controversies, to hear evidenceand p.Lim. 227.thereon,writing andindecisionrenderand to
binding or-enforceableandmate and enterto [3] No statute should declaredbe voiddecrees, etc., attach-whereof areallders and apparent injusticebecause ofjudicial its or its wantexclusivelybelong de-to saidanded

public policy, yetapplication mayfurther,partment; and, of nqr because bein that the it
statutes, thoughtas hereinof said prin­aand enforcement statute violates fundamental

deprivesought by plaintiffs, the de-would ciples judiciarygovernment.of “The canproperty, privilegesof theirhereinfendants only arrest the ofexecution a statute whencontrary coursethe duetoimmunitiesand/or Cooley,it conflicts the Constitution.”withpropertyland, theirand ofthethe law ofof p.Lim.Const. 236.process of law.”duewithout [4] No statute ifshould be declared void
judicialthere abe reasonable doubt in thethe Consti­of[1,2] article 21 ofSection invalidity,mind its and ruleof has beenthegov­powers the stateofthedividestution down, sound,laid which we believe to be(legislative,departmentsthreeintoernment passed by Congress Legisla­that acts andprovidesexecutive), thatandjudicial, and

musttures from abe viewed stand­differentpersons, being ofofperson, collectionor“no point Congress,because under the Consti­anydepartments, shall exerciseof theseone States, powersoftution the United has itsthe oth­ofproperly to eitherpower attached enumerated, Legislaturesbut are clothedexpresslyexcepters, hereininstancesin the general powers legislation.with all of Asprovides1 article 3ofpermitted.” Section Village Corning,said in Sill v. of 15 N. Y.bybeingpowerlegislative exercisedfor the 297:Representatives.ofHouseanda Senate
subjectsstate,different “The as to of domestic na-names the aarticle 5of1Section

ture, sovereign political power,is a and the119 of articleSectionstate.of thecourts Legislature provide agenciescan such for theprovision,process as Amend­isdueis the administration of the law and the maintenanceTheConstitution.federalthe5 toment public judge suitable,of order as it shall whereprovisions Con­foregoing of twothe theare expressly necessarilyprohibition,no made orjudgeby to havetrialtheheldstitutions implied, is found in the Constitution.”
passagebyinfringed of lawsthebeen

engineers, as Legislaturecreating delegateof water [5]board The itsthe cannot
inclusive,7568, laws, anypowertoarticles to norcontained in 7560 make can it elothe

The agency governmentof judicial1925.Statutes other ofthe Revisedof Civil with
question on the power exceptare assailed courts. Thatarticles in fundamental
they rule, however, apparent,ground an exec­to clotheendeavor have somemustthat

judicial thoughlegislative real, exceptions.and notboard with The customsutive
ages Legislaturegivenpowers. haveof thethe the

power agencies carryinas statedunconstitutional to tostatutes create out the'The
legislativeplea inare those stated thein abatement intent and inadminister detailsthe

conducingcopied. prosperityjudgment hereinbefore matters to the and use­
propertimes, administered,in the whichits fulness could notAt exercise of be fox-­

reasons,judicial duties, necessary by Legislature.theit Tobecomes a obvious suchfor
Legislaturepass upon constitutionality agencies delegateto the of the does notcourt

judiciarystatutes, power by laws,thebecause are sworn to it alonethe held to enact
land, powersoflaws the and statuteno clothes them with the admin­execute the but of

by legislative body bypassed Legislature.a can a istration of createdbecome laws the
passed by legislativegiveunlessland the au-of the The act does seek tolaw not

thority powers engineers,in consonanceand with constitutional to ofthe board water but
expres- merelyrequirements. Constitutions are the boardthe created and defined its

sovereign people, andwill of the Theof the functions duties. board has nosion and
thereon, specially givenexcept byevery powersbased or least those themust be atlaw
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clearlypowers created aid amendment toadmin­ the of anwithoutstatute areand those
by Constitution,thethis as the Interstate Commerceor saidministerial. Asistrative

Neill,court, through Commissionin was established without aidAssociate Justice the
Constitution,Railway State, of anGulf, amendment federalTex.56 to theC. & F. v.S.

given power imagination1028, andApp. 353, the ourthat ofa caseCiv. 120 W.S. attain­
pictured.along forefathers could nevering havethethe Railroad CommissionState

powers by courts,Those sustainedhave beenin this in connectionsame lines suitfollowed
federal, Union,state and overall the and arewater board:with the

questioned. powersseldom arenow Those
is, however,“It to clear-sometimes difficult so extensive that state commissions have be-ly delegation leg-ofdefine the betweenline a come sinecures and ofthe influence the fed-per-grant authoritypower toand a ofislative parteveryeral commission is infelt of thequasi leg-their natureform acts which inare everyUnion and is overexercised almoststrictlyislative, constitution-Thebut not so.

companies, prescribedelegation act of even toprevents railroadofal theinhibition which
grantlegislative power prevent ing theythe of ordoes not when shall shall not build a

regulationsauthority for theandto make rules road, completelyfew miles of within the con-
subject.”government particularof a single extraordinaryfines of a state. The

power authorityand theconferred on Inter-Legislaturethatcan be no doubt theThere by Congressstate Commerce theCommissionperformright fixto rates andwould have the ap-of the United States have met with theby it to thecommittedall laborthe other proval Union,of court last inthe of resort theundoubtedlyboard, it could createandwater although indirect,direct,there is no if sanc-putagency mat-into execution certainan to tion for such action in the federal Constitu-by Legislature hasit. If aters commanded tion, Amendment, processFifthand the or dueagencypower to ascertainanno to create clause, of the Constitution has not been held
thoseto be furnishedthe ofamount water by then,How,to be invaded act. could ittheit, ratesfixto reasonableandentitled to be held that the creation of the water boardsys-irrigationsame, wholethen thefor the provision?is in conflict with that

ground, and thethefalls totem of the state not ourWe have had attention callea to
in the semi-rich landsof acres ofthousands any holding Legislaturedecision thethat hasprimitiveportions theirwill revert toarid powernot the without direct authorizationmanyunproductiveness, thou-andstate of appoint agenciesfrom the Constitution todeprivedpeople ofa meansour ofsands of but,will, hand,to its onexecute otherthe

impossibilityan forlivelihood. It would be Supreme Court,the in ofthe case Railroad
Legislature, except through agency,anthe Railway Co., 340,Commission v. 90 Tex. 38

perform byplacedto the duties it on the 750,S. W. held:
question firmlywater board. No is more

“We have considered the as ifmatter the au-Legislaturepowersettled than the of tothe thority by Legislatureexercised the must bea Railroad Commission investcreate and Constitution, intendingderived from the not topowersgreaterit with than have beenever mighthold that it not have been exercised in-
of in connection with a water board.dreamed dependently provisions 10,of the of article

inThat would be true the absence of the 2,section of instrument.”that
authorizing Leg-provisionconstitutional the

agenciesprovide executingto itsislature authority[6] That direct constitutional is
power regulate freight passengerto and necessary lodge powernot deemed to the

abuses, preventtariffs, discrim-correct and Legislature agenciesin the to create such as
acquaintedAnyination and extortion. one bya Railroad isCommission shown the fact

historywith questionthe of Texas when the has,that the Railroad Commission without
freightregulating passengerof and tariffs authority givendirect constitutional as in

was under discussion will remember the bit- railroads, given statutorythe case of been au­
opposition power beingter to such thorityexercised gas pipeover oil and inlines Texas.

by state, greatest politicalthe ofand one the 102, 6066,Title arts. 6004 to Rev. Civ. Stats.
foughtbattles inever Texas over 1925; Citywas the (Tex.of Denisonof Gas Co.v.

question regulationof the of railroad App.) By passedcom- Civ. 257 S. 616.W. a law
panies corporations, proposedand other byand Legislature (Acts 1927,the 270),Fortieth c.

by Hogg.Governoradvocated James placedS. The motor busses have been under the
proponents regulation, guidanceof railroad regulationin order and theof Railroad

principle irrevocable,to make that caused legislativeCommission. This indicates the
2, 10,the submission of section article of Constitution,the construction of the which is

adoptedConstitution, alwaysand it in 1S90. The ex- constitutionalityconsidered thewhen
provision investigation.ecution of that was one of the of a law is under

subjects ofmain contention in Legis­the memorable [7] There can be no doubt that the
1892,campaign Hoggwhen authorityof Governor lature has the to establish Railroad

triumphed op-over Comniissions,his enemies and boards, agencies bythe water or
ponents regulationof the restraint and laws,of toother names administer the certain
corporations. is agenciesThere no room for requiredoubt which such to administer

■Railroad Commission powerthat a could laws,have been thisand be inherent inwould
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Legislature special ‘guiltyor con­ casethe without direct it determines that the carrier is

justprescribeof itextortion’ that isprovision to thethe casestitutional therefor. In
hearingStill,and reasonable rate. the andReagan Co.,of & Trust 154 U. S.v. Loan

determination, prerequisite theviewed as to fix-1047, 1014,362, Su­L. Ed. the14 38S. Ct. ing rates, merely preliminaryof are to thepreme States consideredof UnitedCourt the legislative act, pro-act. To this the entireCommission, dis­and inthe Texas Railroad ceeding led; consequenceand it was this whichcussing it held: gave proceedingto the character.its distinctive
Very properly, might said,and it necessari-bejurisdiction“Passing question toofthefrom ly expresswithout the ofcommand the—evenitself, of thecan be no doubtthe act there

wheth-statute —would the commissionascertainregulatepowergeneral faresa to theof state
existing,former, rate,er the or unreason-wasfreights ma'y charged re-andand which be

able a And inbefore it fixed different rate.carriers,by and thator otherceived railroad
* * inquiry, purpose prescrib-* such an for the ofbyregulation carried onthis can be

ing future, no in-bea rule for the there wouldmerely anisa Such commissioncommission. a
judicial depart-provincevasion theof the ofby state forcreated theboardadministrative

is maintainment. where it toessentialEvencarrying ex-asthe will of stateeffect theinto judicial* * * strictly distinction thebetweenthepressed legislation.by validNoits
government, mustand of itother branches theobjection, therefore, accountoncan be made

recognizedstill that ofby be the ascertainmentact;general thosethisfeatures ofof the
uponreachingfacts, evi-ofor the conclusionsthe Com-Railroadhas createdwhich statethe par-hearingpre- ofduty taken in the course adence ofofit with themission and entrusted

may entirely properinterested, in thefreights ties beasscribing as wellandfaresofrates
legislative, dis-asormanagement exercise of executiveregulations theofother for the

Leg-tinguished judicial, powers. Thefrom'state.”railroads of the
fit, mightislature, seen have conductedhad itupheldSupremewords, throughCourt inquiriesthe ofIn other committees itssimilar

uponLegislature specially bodies,a members,to createpower constitutedthe orofthe
report to the ex-regulate af- whose as reasonableness ofotherrates andtocommission

isting wouldrates it whether or notdecidecompanies, refer-withoutrailroadoffairs they otherwere extortionate and whether ratesauthority statetheany fromdirecttoence established, mightshould be and it have usedcompleteaisThe decisionConstitution. judicialof tribunals inlike those themethodsappellee werewhichofanswer to contentions endeavor is ‘the natureto elicit the facts. Itby judgmentupheld court.of lowerthethe of the act’ that determines ‘the nature offinal ”the Railroad Commis-known as inquiry.’In the cases previousthe
ruling in re-madewasthe samesion Cases

gard Missis-to Commissionthe Railroad of in of Watercase of BoardThe decision the
Co.,sippi. Farmers’ Loan & TrustStone v. McKnight, 82,Engineers Tex. 229 S.111v.

1191,334, 388,347, S. Ct.U. S. 307 to 6116 301, innot is conflict withW. we do believe
Every636, ob-Ed. and cases.29 otherL. Supreme ofthe theCourtdecision ofthe

creatingurgedjection boardlawsthe theto quoted.havefrom which weUnited States
urged Rail-engineers has beenof water to case, the deci­if we understandIn Texasthe

and federal courtsin stateroad Commissions cannot,sion, the boardheld that waterisitinvariablycreating themthe statutesand Constitution, most in­the“decidetheunder
delegat-Legislature hasThe not ,ofsustained. ques­Questions ofandtricate law fact —

powersany its to theofor surrendereded validity supe­respect andtotions with the
throughengineers stat-theof water contract,board titles,riority questions oflandof

unconstitutional.held be boundary,utes to questions limita­questions ofof
meritis no in the thatThere contention questions prescriptions.”tions, Weofand

uponjudicial have ques­functions been conferred being any suehconfronted withare not
appel-contentionboard. Thethe of consideringwater ofdifferent articlestheintions

fixing rates, inof and consid-islees that the by judgethe declared trialstatute the to
matters,ering possibly theother must be mayand withbe unconstitutional void. It
given judiciarytofunctions theof equalexercise propriety board,be said of waterthe

made in connectioncontentionThatalone. by Appealsas the Court ofwas said of Civil
has beenCommissionsRailroadstate Supreme judicial district, pass­with the Fifth in

■and never In gasconsidered sustained. ing upon placingoften law oil in­the the and
rate-making powerconsidering thethe of Com­under control of theterests Railroad

Kentucky, theof CityRailroad Commission in mission, Municipalofin Denison v. Gas
Garrett,Railwayof Co.,case Louisville & N. v. 616. The257 S. W. court said:

51,307, 229,231 S. 34 S. Ct. 58 L. Ed. theU. groundact is not unconstitutional the“The onSupreme said:Court deprivethat undertakes to courts ofit consti-
uponthat, andtutional duties conferred them to“The contention commis-is before the

empower nonjudieial bodyorder, required a exercise suchtoan it is tosion makes such
judicial regu-judicial fixing rates andduties. The ofIt to de-functions. firstexercise is

byexacting lating gas providedinutilities the mannercarrierthe has beentermine whether
judicialreasonable; givejust the the statute not a func-it terms of isand is tothan ismore

byhearing; tion,is therefore not an invasion theit to ‘hear such state- isandand anotice
Legislature judicial govern-byargumentsments, the branch ofor evidence offered the of

relevant;parties’ may is indeem and it ment.”as it
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grant- up insets causewas The bill a meritoriousIt is that a writ of errortrue
February 13, 1924, equity, judgmentithut and be reverseded in on the willthe ease

injunctiongroundanygranted grantingon enumerated and herewas rendered thenot
applica- prayedin on.thethe statute notation for.but the

tion, is, “Granted, offor the on accountwrit
questions.”importance oc-Thatthe of the

ago,years noand have seencurred three we
case.in thedecision MAGNOLIA PETROLEUM CO. v.et al.

Supremeopinion (No. 1485.)of the CASWELLThe et al.eshaustive
Boyd,riparian rights Motl v. 286inCourt on Appealsof of Beaumont.Court Civil Texas.irrigation458, uphold lawstheseems toS.W. May 2, 1927.Texas, underto the articlesasof at least

says: Rehearing Maytime, 25,this because it Denied 1927.consideration at
present“The statutes involved in the Judgment <&wkey;9lAgreedcas.e judgment,1. tres-in—bystatutes, which aare mere administrative pass try title, conveyingto defendantsto

nothinggranted refused, ad-andlicense is or separated by strip right waytracts left ofas
judicated.” plaintiff’s convenience,for title toawarded

strip publicto defendants with easementconclusion, may theit that[8] In be said plaintiff’sfor benefit.appearscompanyirrigation in Iavorableno
Agreed judgment, trytrespass title,in tolight insisting ofthe board waterthatin conveying defendantsto two tracts of landrightengineers maketohas no constitutional along separated by stripriver 60-foot “leftrecogniz­for water when it has beenrates right wayas a of for of”the convenienceyears.right Thising so fordo fiveits to plaintiff, stripheld awardto title to such to

precludeshas that action publiccourt held such defendants with easement for benefit
ques­ plaintiffraisingappellee assigns,constitutional offrom the and in ofview rules of

ambiguous judgmentsconstruction forIrrigation andKohler v. Co.astion to rates.
practical by partiesconstruction thereto.App.)(Tex. 337.222 S.Civ. W.

ap-peculiarlyconclusion, copy asIn we ,<&wkey;>!36(3) ambig-Trial2. of—ConstructionJudgelanguageplicable ofthe presents question.this case judgmentto uous law
Jayne,IrrigationDibrell, Imperial v.in Co. interpretation ambig-Construction and of
1914B,575,395, judgment questionAnn. Cas. presents138 S. W.104 Tex. uous of forlaw

irrigation322, regard laws: court.to thein
investigation publicis a“The act under Judgment <&wkey;524Judgments3. con-must be—seekinggrant public advantage, to re-for giving every part.wholestrued as effect to

portion bar-claim a state fromvast of our Judgments must be aconstrued as wholenonproductiveness to enhanceand andrenness give every and'part.and so as effectto to wordpublic insituatedthe value of the school lands
by subjecting t&wkey;526and semiarid districtsthe arid Judgment judgment .4. roil—Entireand'.beingirrigation,magic aofthem to the may ambiguousinterpretingconsidered inbe

advantagepublic grant public must lib-befor legaljudgment, necessary implicationsand
erally construed.” included, though expressed.are not

judgment mayentire rollThe be looked-toregard grantsaid toThat was in to a[9] purpose interpreting ambiguous judg-for ofcorporation, and with much forcea how more ment, necessary legal implicationsand are in-agencyapply state,an ofRoes it to the though expressedcluded, not in terms.supervise placingcreated control and theto
cry­ <&wkey;524rich Texas that Judgmentof on acres of are interpretingwater ambig-5. —In

it, judgment, legaling returning effect,for food and com­ uousout and rather than lan-
guage governs.used,Noto offort therefor thousands citizens.

Legal effect, languageCon­contracted of state rather than■narrow view the mere
governs interpretationused, ambiguousinimpede ofprogressshould thestitution onward

judgment. .of orstate set back handsthe the of the
progress uncontrolled,•clock of the <&wkey;526to un­ Judgment construing ambiguous6. —In

hampered days chaparral coyote. judgment,of mayandthe entire record be considered.
rigidNo such rules of construction should ambiguity, doubt,In cases of or entire

applied maybe to a state Constitution as are or record be examined and in.considered
judgment.construingappliedshould be to federalthe Constitution.

by Judge Cooley,As said Constitutional Limi­ Judgment <&wkey;524Judgments7. should have—tations, p. 242: reasonable intendment.
government“The . Judgmentsof the United States is one are reasonableto have intend-

powers; governments■ofenumerated the of ment.
possessed general pow-the states ofare all the

Judgment &wkey;>524Interpretation judg-8. oflegislation.” —ers of
reasonable,which rendersment it more ef-

givenStrict construction should be in fective, adopted.the conclusive willand be
case,one liberal and broad inconstruction judgment susceptibleisWhere of in-two
other.-the renderingterpretations, that it more reason-
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