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the granting or the refusal of the confirmation of the 
certificate was to be exercised in the discretion of the 
council in a matter in which it acted in a quasi-judicial 
capacity ;

“ Considering that the plaintiff’s action against the mu­
nicipality for damages is unfounded and should be dis­
missed ;

“ Considering that for these reasons there is error in the 
judgment of the Superior court for the district of Mon­
treal, rendered on the 28th day of June 1913, which main­
tained the plaintiff’s action for damages;

“ Doth reverse said judgment ami rendering the judg­
ment which the said court should have rendered: Doth 
maintain the defense, and doth dismiss the plaintiff’s ac­
tion with costs in the court of first instance as well as 
in tlie Court of review.”

l’erron, Taschereau, Kin fret et tie nest, avocats du de­
mandeur.

Laurendeau, Archambault, Lavallée, Damyhousse, Jar- 
ry, Huiler et St-Pierre, avocats de lu 'défenderesse.

* * *
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