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corporation for the entire suin of $2,00,OOO ta be hande,ý
over to the Consumers' C'ompany, without recieiving auv
supplies whatever other than what had heen so couiverteà
into plant. Tihis aliegation is not mnade in the statemiet M-,
dlaim. lIt i further alleged that the company' refusie to r,.
cog~iize any riglit in the city to demand or obtain1 anyv «aup
Plies" froni them, and make a dlaim upon thie city for the
sum of $3,771.79J, being tlic valuie of supplie-. over 30x
wTorth, converted into plant between 30th April and I7.th
July, and this dlaim, the plaintiff aIlege-, is, uponl the tri.
construction of the agreement as execuved bv the miavor,
%veIl founded.

Plaintiff daims a dedlaration that the document execut
by the mayor is flot the agreemnent of the municip«Il oor-
Poration, and tlat the alteration by the inayor was Inaterial
and wrongful and a breach of dutifv, for whicih the mnavor i2a
answerable in damages to the rateýpayers; a jadgment je-
claring the nullity of such documient and ordlermg 1ls Can-
cellation, ami requiring 'the mayor to exeute an arenn
in the forma authorized by condel; and an injmritio
agairnst payment of thic sinm of $3,771.79, or any other ù
by the municipal corporation b) the liquidator 'of the Con-
sumers' Companiy; a personal judgment againstde nd
Ells for $3,000 to be paid to the corporaion of the city of
Ottawa; and a doclaration that plaintiff, as a ratepayer., has
been injurcd and damnifled by the mayor's alIued breaeh ),
duty, and that plaintiff, on behaif of hiruiseif aud all ote
ratepayers, is entifled to recover $3,000 az; dainages for suc
breacli of duty and wrongful acts of defnan Elli,.

At the conclusion of the argument 1 expressed the Opinon
that, if plaintiff had a.ny status to maintain tilis aetion, it
should not bc ataycd or dismissed as frivolous or vextiauý
and that the alleged prolixity of the lSth, paragrapli of h
statement, of claim conld be more oneitland in thi
case quite adequately, dealt with in Vhe taxing, office. Tý
that opinion I adhere.

Without at all determining what, upon thec true conaýtruc_
tion of the document actually executed, is the effet of the
insertion of the alleged unwarranted words, '<on hand OU
the 3Oth April, 1905," it sSems, to me reasonably clear tht
if these words give to that document the effeut asa.rtud by
the Consumera Electrie CompanýY, and affirmed by plaintijf


