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7 Edw. VII. c. 19 (1907). The plaintiff replied that this Act
waz ultra vires. After evidence was taken the judge adjourned
the argument to sec what the legialature thon sitting would do,
though this was strongly objected to by counsel for the plain-
tiff. Shortly afterwards, 9 Edw. VIIL c. 19 (1909) was paaaed.
This declared the contract to bo valid and binding aecording to

-e' the terrns thereof, and was not to bc called in question on any
grouind whatever by aay court. Sec. 8 provided that "every
action which bas beeii heretofore brought, and is now pending
whereiii the validity of the said contract or any by-law passed

?~ or puirporting to have beeri pasged authorizing the execution
thereof by any of the corporations hereinhefore nientioried is
attaicked or called in question, or calling in question the jaris-
diction, power or authority of the Commission or of any munici-
pal corporation or of the councils thereof or of any or either of
thein to exercise any power or to do any of the acts whieh the
said recited Acts authorize to be exercised or done by the Com-
mission or by a iiunicipal corporation of by the council thercof.
hy whosoever sucli action is brought shall be and the saine is
hereby forever stayed. " On the argument which afterwards
took place the plaintiff contended that this legisiation as well as
7 Edw. VIL. c. 19 was ultra vires. and that the action was not
thereby stayed.

Jfeld, that the legisiation above referred to was within the
had s toe a pctil hold ostayed, tan the ty f the jisaug

to obey such order, and that no jiidginent could ho entered, ex-
eept that the record iight be endorrsed with a declaration that
the action was stayed by the legisiation referred to; and furthcr'
that ne order could be mnade as to costs.

JoImston, K.C., and McEvoy, for plaintiff. Di&Ve'rnet, K.C.,
and Lef roh,, for city of London. Cartwrigh t, K.C., for Attorney-
C enerai of Ontario.
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Cameron, J.] BARRY V. STUART. [April 22.
Cosiq--Wilness fee.s-Eepeniae8 of quaIifiling wi(uesses to give

evidmne.
The suceessful party in an action cannot have taxed te him

under riles 963 and 964 of the King's Bench Act, R.S.M. 1902,


