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it had again fllled up, for a like sum. This, 1 think
damages at $20. He ie flot justifled in asserting th
euffered greater lose from the inconvenience which he
reiuedied for thia trifling sum.

The defendants now seek to evade liability, upon t]
that the eontraýet ie not under seal, and that there was
They then plead that any riglit which the plaintiff ha,
damnages in respect of hie grievances ie Icet hy resu
lapse of time and of the limitations eontained in the
Act. The dishoneety of thie defence je such as to e
surprise, and goes far to justify the etatement of Lord
corporations have neither soul nor conscience.

1 arn glad to say that 1 do not think that this defený
more foundation in law than in morale. Our Co
alwaye refused to ailow a municipality to set up tl
of a seal or by-law when the transaction is an execute,
the municipality lias received the benefite comning tc
the contract. Whether the plaintif£ had a valid cla
time of making the bargain, ie not the point. Whati
he had, he abaudoned. He cannot be put in the eam
for the defendants now ýrely upon the Statute of Lý
after baving lulled the plaintiff te sleep by hie un
confidence in the validity of the unsealed centract.

The plaintiff could have reeovered his $20 inà
Court. He seeks a mandatory order directing the
to comply with ite contract and keep the watercourE
the future. I do not think that he le entitled te this i
order. 1 think that this rernedy je to perferm, hi
work contraeted for, and te eue for its cost as darnagee
upon each succeeding breacli.

In ail the cireurnstances, I think that the proper
ie, to give judgment for the surn namned, $20, with cee
$100, as thie litigation has in effeet deterinined
quetion raieed by the defendants, the validity of the


