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validity Indeed it is difficult to understand the objectionnow under consideration as being an objection in uny wavaffi'cting the validity of the Act. ^ ^
When the very extensive powers which the British NorthAmerica Act conlers, (some of which have already beenenumerated), are .onsidered, it will be seen that whatever

obje.tions some may have to the Act, even on the sec^ondground on which its invalidity is .laimed, that ground
vvould hardly be available for an attack on the Act as be , Ir
ultra vires. "^'"o

It may not be unimportant, in considering how extensivehe rights and powers of Provin<-ial L,>gislaturesare, to refir
to some ol the authorities, which hav" pronounced on thepowers con erred on the Colonies by the British NorthAmerica Act and other similar enactments. For example

l"ntTi!'''TM5''."f
^•'^^'^^'•^'« (10 App. Cases 279) it washeld by the Judicial Committee of the Privy (^ouncil, unTler

Actlhat
'''''^' dissimilar from the British North America

" The Legislature of New South Wales, has power to

b?l 1 Vi ' "1^"'^.' '^J-T'' ^' *'^"^ ^'-^^ impliedly done so

f V ' .- ^^' ^'^^'^' '"according to its true construction
placed an action lor slander for words spoken upon the'

^cHir^""^;.^' r«'Y^^"'0'^ts and other matters, as anaction for written slander." The Statute of James I hadmade provision as to the amount of costs which the litio-antcould recover when he only obtained a verdict for a cerliinamount lor slander
; the Act applied to the colony theLegislature passed an Act changing that provision Thejudgment ofther Lordships was' ddivered by Sir BarriesPeacock, who said: "Their Lordships are of opinion thatthere are no suthcient grounds for reversing the iudo-ment

of the cour below. Their Lordships are oi opinionXthe Colonial Legislature had the power to repeal the Statute

tiT'^ ; "1^1 ^r"
^*'.''^"^ *^^^y ^'^ ^^«o «f opinion that,looking at the hrst section of 11 Vic, No. 13 it was the

intention of the Legislature to place an action for wordsspoken upon the same footing, as regards costs and other
matters, as an action for written slander."
Another important decision was Hodge vs. the Queen

(9 App Cases 117) which is thus referred to in the c^ase of
1 owell t,.s-. Apollo Candle Company (i.imited) (10 App. Cases

o±Sii:^sS:t'''
""'''^"^ ''

'' ^^^ p°"-« ^' ^

"Two cases have come before this Board in which thepowers of Colonial Legislatures have be"" a good deal con-


