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ýs coulprising the county l'ad, as a distin)ct entity, any pro_Or right to an ailquot or even a proportionate part.benefit that inight accrue to thexu or any of thein couldJy~ ~ ~~11 thogteatino the county counci and whetùherlosition of it would benefit any particular incp1t~ a0o1, the other portions o! the coUnty, wuld deipndty apoations wbichi it would be the provinoe of ten cupn
,o deal with.
,e plaintijjs had continued as a tow-n in the county, thesetheir sole rights; and the legisiation under whjch theydoes; fot appear to have placed theni in any more advant-)S5tion.
it is said that this ia a trust £und' upon~ whielh the Courtmn and direct its administration- But it is a trust fundie senbe that it iq in the hansO d theetnvadui

[heMd for the benlelit o! the plaintiffs, nor that they re-this act'-Ii the ratepayers by whomi the rates were paid,Irpose of enforcing any supposed trust in respect of it.is to ha en!oreed, it cOuld onily ho at the instance ofn or.bod'y of porions entitled as an enti[y to haneit byand in an appropriate formi of action, with all partiesnu the trust Properly representod.reernfut o! the lOth February, 1902> ma ade with1Inatters with which the parties were conwipoetent to doallit iipon the erection o! the pIaintiffs into a city, but inId it have deait with the fund in question, unleas, per-.,sent of all the inunicipalities.
Point o! viow does it appear te mie that the plaintiffstO re!e in this action;. and, in xy opinion, the judg-Eed from1 ahould ha affirnxed and the appeal dsnse

FI anad 1MAoGPE .1JA, agreod 'in the resuit, for reasonshu inWritiu,

JJ.A., dlaaented,


