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006t of the present contract and of a certified
00OPY therecjf for the said city. Thug done
%nd Passed at the said City of Montreal, on
the daY, month and year hereinabove firet
'Wrltten , under the number ton thousand -

hlldred and - of the repertory of the
'lOtarial deeds of Mr. F. J. Durand, the
nl'dereigned notary. And these presents
11%"iI~g been firet duly read to the said parties
hei!eto, the said Mayor of ' The City of Mon-

tra'has signed, and the City Clerk, to wit,
<fhles Glackmeyer, Esquire, reaiding in the
Sold City, bas countersigned, and has affixed
th8 

88â1 of the corporation of 'The City of
'Otl and the representatives of the said

POlPanY have signed in presence of the said
I'0tarij, who has aise signed."

TIhe Petition then alleges certain particu-
las inwhich the plaintiff contends that the

)oWelrg of the corporatioin have been exceed-
e i this transaction, and proceeds to argue

What WOuld be the resulte of the contract ;
ýU1d to deduce certain legal, consequences
Stlch as the establishment of a monopoly

eltaYto law and public policy, and the
%aenXiPtion of the right to etipulate a price

tob paid by gas consumers. I wilI not,

l1 eýejmention these points any further
<>t thep because this part of the etatement
of tb y 8antff' case is iminediately follow-

b Yan averinent of great importance
Whlh nifay perhaps dispense w'ith any notice
of thOS8 Points at ail.

This averment je in these worde:

' That the said council, for and on behalf
o>f the Said City of Montreal, did, on the
14th 'f January, 188M, pase a resolution au-
to~1lng and requiring the Mayor and City

Ce Of the eaid City to, eign and execute
t'hB said abo've propoeed contract for and on

'~afof thQ eaid defendant, respondent.
,0 1 Bay this diecloses a very important

t&et ineed.

The 'r5sOlution here, referred to is in these

MO'ved by Alderman Beausoleil, eeconded
by Aldermnan Rainville,

44Thti the deed or contract between the City
byl theMontreal. Oas Company as prepared
by Ch'ity Notary, and now submitted to,

thsCOuncilP be approved and ratified, and

that hie Worehip the Mayor be authorized
to, append his signature thereto."

This taken with the written admission of
the parties, that it was " adopted and carried,
and that the contract set out in the petition
is the contract referred to, and approved and
confirmed by the said resolution of the City
Council petitioner, and submitted te, the
Mayor of Montreal for his signature," affords
complete proof of three thînge : lot, that on
the 27th of December the corporation agreed
te, a contract with the Oas Cowipany, the
party now here, which. was the same contract
as that set out in the petition; 2ndly, that
that contract was reduced te, writing by the
City Notary ; and 3rdly, that after ail this
had been done, aftsr the agreement had been
not only made between the parties, but
reduced te, writing, it was approved aiid rati-
fied and confirmed. One can only approve
and ratify something t-hat has been done.
So much therefore, had been done, vin.: the
agreement or contract, of itsoif had been
assented te, on both aides ; its termes were so
well known and understood, that they were
confirmed; the writing witnessing those
termes was drawn, and aIl that remained wae
matter of form-a signature-the contract
itholf being, of course, entirely comploe by
the assent of the parties alone--without any
writing to, witness it, and without the signa-
ture of either party. I eay as a matter of
law the contract was not only comploe; but
it appears te, have been made and even modi-
fied with deliberation before it was completsd,
for we ece, from clause 13 of the contract,
and from a certificats of proceedinge of coun-
cil filed in the case, that there wus an amend-
ment te the resolution of the council of the
27th December. Therefore there are here
ail the constituents of a comploe contract.
Under Art. 984 of the C. C., there are only
four requisites te the validity of a contract ;
the capacity of the parties-their consent-
the eubject of the coi4ract, and a coneidera-
tien ; and under article 1025, C. C., the con-
sent alone of the parties is sufficient te, com-
ploe contracts except those cencerning the
transfer of ships.

But whatsver the etats of the matter may
be: whether it is a comploe contract or net,
let us look at it merely as far as it has gene
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