
efusing to seli worknîen's tickets on the cars, a M refus-
ig te seli thcm to any persons but working iien. lie pro-
ision which defendants have lrokcn wais part of theý con-
ieration promiscd by them in return for itc cav givvn

hemi te use lte streets of the eity. It m as an exr v on-
ract entered into betwccn plaintiffs and dfendan(Lts, au-
L*rized by statute, and I sec no ground for hld(ing, that, an
etion to enforce it cannot bce maintainild by oneC of the
arties te iA without the aid of the Attoriey-General ..
Vilsen Y. Furness IR. W. Co., L.IR.9 1q(.728,at p.34, last
aragrapit.

The remaining ground relates te flie power of the Court
3 grant relief and tlie nature of flic relief to lie granted.
>efendants hav e obandfrom plaintifsý permissioni te lay
heir tracks ini the public streets of flic city, and to rmnir
ars upen them, upon the faitit of thei1r promise te sdi ick
Ls on their cars at certain definite rate(s. After living, up
3, tis stipulation for 11 years, they have s:oight to alter thie
ates and to refuse fo seli certain classes of tickets at al
pou the cars, or to accept them fromi persons f roinm wom,
.1 8my opinion, they were bound te acccpt them in paymnLn
f lares. In other words, they have end(eavouired to chiarge
iglier lares titan those which thiey agreed te chiarge lue-
iiii casýes. Defendants had an uindoubltcd( riglit te sultimit
Eieir interpretation of flie centract te thie Couirts for adjudii(i-
ition; buit thiey hav-e in flic present action gone imucli fuir-
fier and contended thiat eve(n if thieir interpretation shou1l
L, held te li fic wvrong- eue, an( thiat, or plaintiffs thei riglit
ne, plaintilfs, thougli hav1%ing, the righIt te enecebp are
ient, were powerless, becauise of a suipposed imabulity ý on tle
art of flie Cort»t compel d4eeadants te per-ferm1 if. They'
re endeavouring by thiis contecntion te retain flic lienefits cf
ie agreement withoutf perforning flic, prov isions upon wiech
iey obtained theni. In City of Kingston vKig aEl(,(--
rie R W. Ce., 28 0. R. 3919, 25 A. R. 4Ga sîxnilar con-
mntiou was sucsflyraisedl, buit in thiat caýjse if, was feuind
iat no relief col lie given w1ichb did inf invelve a minute
ipervisien over flic werking ef defendants' line of railway.

In fthe present case whiat defendants have donc is te rm
irs upen wichb thiey do flot keep for sale te persons desir-
ig fthc samne the linitedcket called< wrme' tcet,
,ntrary te see. 19 (p.) of fthe -lwN.G6,cboidi
ie contract lietween plaintifrs anddfedns

If Ilhcy are restrained from ruuning cars, upon wvhic.h
lese tickets are neft kept for sale, and thiis restriction i,
mupled vitit a declarafien that they are bouind te seil them
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