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It was the nianifest and1 absolutelv iniperat iv.e duty of
Mr. (4undy, acting there in the absence of the defendant,
flot onix' to safeguard bis client's interest against the mnuni-
cipality but to seduloualy guard bîmi against any collateral
embarrassinent, inconvenience, or loss arising froin care-
less or slovenly drafting; and, a faoo, of course, to
absolutely refuse an advantage to himself or his partners
at the expense of his çlient. It would indeed be an extra-
ordinary thing, if while representing the defendant aà
solicitors and counsel, and bound to protect hirn, the plain-
tiffw eould bv a side-wind and by doubtful implication, legis-
late, themseives out of a long( established legisiative dis-
ability, the inability to sue until a signed bill had been
delivered; and 1 would certainly think it unfortunate if,
notwithistanding the lirnited seope< and object of the Act,
the clearness of the language eiployed conlUclled me to
give effeet to the plaintiifs' contention. But it does not.
On the contrary, 1 amn clcarly of the opinion that the Legis-
lature never intended to (10 more, and upon a proper con-
struction of the language does not dIo more than,

(a) Provide for the payment to the defendant of the
defendant's costs as betwcen 'solicitor and client;

(b) Deterjuine that as between these parties, and only
as between these parties, the sum whîch the Legisiature
will corapel the municipalitv to pay and the defendant to
accept is to be $1,800.

A statutory contract, 11n fact, hetween these parties; the
oniy parties before the Legisiature. The solicitors were
flot acting for themselves; they were there to represent
the defendant, and the defendant alone. They had na
personal interest ini the matter whatever. The money,wrhen pa.id, is the money of the client, and if paid to the
solicitors they receive it as trustees and agents of the
client. Re &Slicilors, 2 0. L. IR. 255, a.ffirined iii appeal, 22
0. L. n. a0.

But there was no agreemnent at ail between tbe plaintffis
and defendant for the Legisiature te con flrm; and in faet
there could be no hinding exccutory agreement between theni
before the delivery of a bill in conforrnitv with the statute.
In Re Bayl., [18961 2 Chy. 107; and witli this decision
)3elcourt v. (Jrexin, 22 O. L. R. 591, and the Englisb cases
there referred to, do not confliet-, nor do any of thema relax
the vigilance with wlich the Courts have heen accustomed
to guard the elient's rights, cancerning taxation. On this

-!)121


