
%;OTB~ D xnOTa op CAME. 4~

Britiah Columbia Toudg aid Tranoportato Compq$<, 9 S.C.R.
527 dàflfingihed; Wahlberg v. Young, 24 W.R. 847; The Wark-
worthî, L.R. 9 P.». .90 and 147, and Tho Obey, L.R. 1 Ad.
Ec. 102, referred to.

In revising and consolidiiting the Aût 31 Vict., e.. 58 the oi~
mission of reviaion in 1896 omitted a heading to s. 12 of snob Act
as originally paaaed, whieh wau held per STaozsa, J., in $BweU-v.
Briti&k Columbia T<>wing *id fnwasportation, Co., 9 S.C.U. 527,
to restrict the apparent generality of the terina of that section.

Hold, that auuming that the omission of the heading was
legielating s0 as to 'nake the law in Canada harmonize with the
English Iaw, the action of the revisors in omitting sueh heading
f rom the Mtatute was validated by the provisions of c. 4 of 49
Viet., 1896, respecting the Revised Statutes.

A. Morsh, KOC., for appellants. W. D. MoPhterson, K.C., for
respondents.

province of O'ntario.

HIGH COURT OP JUSTICE.

SMITH V. CTY op LONDoN.
Constitittional a-risatr stayiiig all artioi forever-

Jutrisdictioii of provincial legialatiur'.
A by-Iaw was submitted to the ra.tepayers of the eity of

Lonidon, which was duly passed by their vote Jan. 1, 1907.
[Inder this by-li.,., s0 approvPd by the ratepayer4, a contrapt
was authorized for the supply of electrical energy by the Ilydro-
Electrie Power Commission of Ontario, at the city imits, aady
for distribution, at a cert.ain price per horsepower per ann.
Notwithstanding this authority the contract which was ettered
into between the Commission and the city bound the latter to
tike f romi the Commission electric energy at a certain priee at
Niagara Falls. the place of proditetion, together with the coRt
of transmission to London and various other charges, ill of an
unciertain and unascertainable character and amount. This
aetion wus brought; to declare this eontract an entered into in-
valid as not being the one aut.horized by the ratepayers, as in
fact it was held ta be on two occasons (see vol. 44, p. 21 and
ante, infra, P. 81).

The defe.ndants in their statement of defence, aùaerted the
validity of the contract claianling thfit it lxad been authorized by


