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Bien à vous,

WILLIAM-H. BUTLER,
Avocat conjioin&t de la Ville-
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I amn of the opinion that Mr. Carter's dlaim ehould be rejected.
There is no doubt that by our charter and by the by-laws, the

City bas the right to revoke the license, and that in tuis case
good grounds exist for its revocation.

MIy chief reamon for being of the opinion, that Mr. Carter eau

dlaim no refund, is because the payment of the license is

indefensible. Furthermore, the question of consideration cannot

be set Up because the City is not bound by a contract in this

case, but it bas increly given a license.

Mr. Carter also certainly cannot corne under the application of

the principle laid down by Art. 1047 of the Civil Code, governing

the question of the obligations resulting from the reception of a

thing not due.
1 therefore amn of the opinion that Mr. Carter'e dlaim ehould

be rejeoted. Yours very respectfully,

WILLIAM H. BUTLER,
Joint C2ity Attorney.
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