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The reasoning which leads to such a conclusion cannot but be
faulty. And, in fact, in this case it is based entir-ely upon the
assumption that the law must, have intended, iii allowing the
rigbt of an elector to obtain the annulment of a resolution of a
councîl, to give hlm, once t.hat annulmient obtained, tbe rigbt to
exercise ill the actions which rnight resuit tberefrom in favor of
the municipality. Now the law certainly does not say that it so)
intends, and surely if such bal been the design of the legisiator
lie would have said so. clearly arid distinctly. Nor is the court
aware of any system of logic, in wbich it is i ecognized ars an
axiom, hat because orie lias a right to what may serve as the
means to mnary ends, one is therefore entitlcd to ail those ends
to which it maï be a means. I3ecause 1, as an ulector, amn given
by the law the right to have annulled the iliegai resolution passed
by tbe councillors, and because sucb annulment relieves the
municipality from the obligations p)urporting 10 be im 1)osed upon
it by such resolution, it by no means follows-in the absence of
express legisiation to that effeet, that 1 have the right to exercise
ngainst third parties ail the actions wbich the munieipality so
fi-eed may have to exercise. On the contrary, once the resolu-
tion is aninulled, and the miunicipality discbarged in consequence
from any responsibility, liability or obligation ini virtue of it,
my right of action would scem to b)e at an end, and it would then
devolve upon tbe officers of tbe rnunicipality charged with that
duty Io pr-evenf encroacbments on its property in virtue of any
pretended rigbts un)der» sucb annulled resolution. A,4 said by
.Judge Badgiey in Bourdon & Benard above citcd. '4individuals
may compel the municipal authorities to enforce tbe reinoval of
encroacbrnents upon tbe public toobfre"(we niight add,
and other municipal properties or riglîts) " but tbey caimnot
themselves enforce tbe reinoval."?

For these rvasons the court is of op)inion that the platintiff has
sbown no sufficient intercst, and consequently no right to obtain
tbe writ of injunction prayed for by bim, tbat neither sufféring
nor even p)retending to suifer or apprehend any damage whatso-
ever peculiar to hiniself, and diféerent frorn. that common to ail
the public by the alleged uniawful works of (lefendant iii the
streets of Aaisonneuve, bie is, in asking foi' at writ of injunctiorn,
taking upon himsell, witbout authorization, the protection of the
public rights and those of the municipality, and in reality en-
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