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ain " interim report," and the final report had not been made even
at the turne of the trial.

Nor could it be saÎd that the defendants had ini any way
benefited by it. The only part oý the work or mnaterial by which
the defeudants might ultimately have benefited( was thie infor-
ination derived froma the books of the companies, and that the
plaintiff received under a promise of secrecy, and no part of it
was comniturticated to the defendants.

In a niunber of the cases, the requirement of a seat or son i
other f ormiality was held dispensed with on accoun t of thle subject -
mnatter of the contract being comparatively- unimiportant, or aL
matter of routine or of frequent occurrence. Thiere wvas m) vi
dence in this case that the plaintiff had ever previously beeni
called Wo advise where the suin of $30,000,0X0 had been ev-en.
thought of or mentioned as the possible value, of the propert y
in question, or that he had ever previously thouglit of waking a
charge of $100,000 ini the evetit of bis advice being accepted and
the campaigu in favour of the purchase recommended resulting
favourably; and it was probably equally novel to, the city council.

The plaintiff was asked and urged by the Mayor, at the out-
set, Wo give an estimate of wýhat bis work would cost, and was
informned that the city council had first voted 5-5,000 and after-
wards 510,000 for the fees and disbursements cf thie othier experts,
Ross and Arnold; and the inference was that the Mayor expected
that the plaintiff's rernuneration would be somewhiat on the saine
mcale; and apparentty the plaintiff did nothing to remiove this
limpression.

The plaintiff entirely xnisccnceived bis positioot ai)d whiat was
required of hlm.

The appeal should be dismissed.

MAEE J.A., agreed with MACLAREN, J.A.

RIDDELL, J., read'a judgment agreeing in the resuit.

HODGINS, J.A., agreed with RiDDELL, J.

FERUSON, J.A., read a judgment agreeing un the resuit.

Appeal dismissed toit/i cost.


