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Phe plaintidd alleged that it commisslonsd the

dafendant to draw plans and speelfisatlions for gerbain
altevation work o itz premiges at Porresbter's Lene,

3 P

Vellington and do supirvise. sueh work.  The defendant denled

Phat bhis commlseion dndluded gupervision. ¥He subnitied that

i

the fees he ghayged indlcate that his services were for a dea

baoho the ovder of BL,080,

The various ascounis rendered by the defendant are

centradictory, Nonetheless, it is guite eclear that the

defendant Jdid not ohargs even hal? of the nowmal fee

ageount dated § Decamber 1860 Jop 280 glves the sppearance

oot of all the work done by hiwm. I% i

&

of being in res



o B

gubdivided into two parts, the fipehk, 2200 for taking
insbruetions, preparing shebtoh plans, working drawings for
aooler and store, revised working dvawings, structural

galoglatlons, speoifications and the arvanging of the bullding
pernit and the second, §50 for "supewvision as avvanged with

My L. Pards (1F spproved by youl®, My Payls is the son-in-law

#

5

of the genaral manager of the plaintlif company.

The acoount was not lmmediately paid. ©On 6 February
1967 defendant submitied a further acoount for 8250 the
notation of which includes the words "Pees a2 agresd and
aocommt rendered” . On 21 Mapeh 183467 the plaintiff pald
defendant $150 leaving, so it vould appear, 3100 outstanding.
Howevar, on 4 Septewber 1587 the defendant sent anothey

aneount showing the balance due as 200,

My Chall, the general sansger of the plaintifs

pany and 1ibs representatlive in all the dealings with

afendont, Jdid not speak of any sgreement wiith defendant as

to feos and there appears o bs no warrant for the notation

pad a8 agreed” in the February acoounk., It would seem that
the defendant rendered servises at less than he waz- entitled
oo charge, Hs had done work previously for the plaintlff and
wan @ regular oustomer of ite reball ontlet and oune oan only
surnise that be took 4% won himself to reduce his fess,
There Is earitainly no evidence of an agreement as to feas.
Be all that as it wmay, I an satlsfled that his work included
supervision of the sonbtractor's work. The defendant's various

geybificates and correspoadence from him 4o the contredtop
make bhis abundant. He issued progress cerviificates andl the
Final vertificate and he took wp with the contractor various
guestions ag o the standard of work and its progress,  Hons

of these things oould have been dope witbhoub his having



axerolsed supervisory functlonse 1 do nebt accept that be
would have so acted wers Lt pob part and parcel of his
pompigsion. 1 hold that bilg domuission dncluded the

superyision of the work.

The plaiutifs compeny has sioge 1931 earvied on
business in Dixon Street, Welliagton, as wholesale and padall
providoras, selling and supplying poultry and cheese and
a variety of other comestibles, not only to the public but also
oo hotels, vestaurants and ships! providores. Over the yvears,
it hag had oo gse -~ oand dse egtensivaly ~ goplstores of other
Flems on & renbal basis.  In 1966 it decided o make
alterations o oa bollding ownad by 4t abt 43 Courtenay Place to
acgcommodate a gpolatore and & chiller. The Courtenay Plave
promives have a peay frontage to FPorrestey's Tane which ds gulte
neay o the Dimon Skreat promises. By this opervation the
%K@iﬁﬁiﬁﬁ would heve dts rveseryve gstook readily at hand. . Ik
also wonld make for mope convenient and pragtieable supply to
shipping at weekeénds and public holidays when its vented
covletorés ware ¢losed, T would make oo, for & conglderabls
saviog A that At owondd elindaate the pental payvaents to

other coolotors oparators.

The defendant prevared plane and specifichtions foxr
the alterations to the existing buildings and certain
vegesspry Hew work.s o The specifiostions mele 1t olesy that no
@lectrical work was to be done by the dontractor.  Thay do not
make provision for the work preparatory te the installation of
the eooler and chilley and thelr actual immk&&l&%imm ﬁwwm for a
provision that the contractor should make allowance "for
conneobing up conler wnit"s The contyvact uwlitimately prapaved
bebuwsen the pladnbifl and the bullder; inter alia, provided:-

a0 THOTE CAGRED v and between the partlss

A,

heyeto dhat therd shall be sxmeluded from the




contrach work the followlng itemss-
@l Pullder shall not be pesponsible for

o dinstallation of the doors b the
gooler and freezelr.

b} THE - Builder shall not be responsible for
any work inside the freeger and cooler
apart from his liabilities under the

| specifications of l&%@iﬁg‘%ﬁm imterior walls
ol the eooler and freemer in a proper and
workmaniike manner in acvordaves with the

speelileationg,
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THE Builder shall not be responsible for
the electrical work in connection with the
installation and conpaction of the freezer
and coolroom but shall complete such
electrieal work ag contalned in the

spegl flioations . ”

The defendant; of course, was nobk a party to this
contract but I am satisfied that he was at all times aware of
the. purposes o which the prewnisey were o he put. He was at
akl times aware that Moblpine Refvigeration Dimited werxe in
pontract with the plalotlfd for the installation work and
that Winstenes Tdwnited were the sube-ponbtrachor of that Flrm
for the work preparstory Eb such dnstallation. Indeed, his
cpredficabe of 1 Septewber 1967 recovds thet whabt is therein
racorded ig "based on dlscussions and site wisits with

Hessrs Modlpine and Wingbone,®

What then, in those ciroumstances, arve the
defendant's obligations to the plaintiff? I think they are
twpfold.  Flrst, he owes a duty o exercise reasonable care
and sgkill in the course of his employment. In Bolam v.

Friern Hoesplbal Manaogement Conmitbes (19857 1 W.L.B. 882,
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B8g, MoWair 0 put At thusi~
% e wee nWhore vou geb & sltuation which fnveolves
the use of sowe gpecial skill or competence,
then- the $esd as o whathey there has heoen
negligence oy not le aot the test of the wman
on the btop of s Clapban omnlbsg, beoause he
has not gob this speeial skill. The best is
the skandaed of the oxdinayy skilled man
averalsiagy and proffessing o have that special
ghitl. Ao wmen tesd noh possess the highesh
export akdld; At de well esbablished law that
Abds smifflodent 4F he smarelses the ordinary
skill of an ordinary compatent nan exercising

hat pariioulay ark.”

This expositlon of the tesds was approved by bthe

Prive Covnell do Ohily Reow wv. Govériment of Malavsia (1967)

LW SR 813 ab BLE and iz thwe law du thie cownbey.  Pow

pleteness sakg, I obesrve that it was alse acgepted by the

Court oo Aypesl id Gresves v, Bavebam Maikle (1095) 3 all

Todhdunk, oo, bhat oo dhe esteblished facte of the
g the defendants. oontract le subilest o an loplied term
that hie profepsional work if¥ compléted in aceordance with
the plang and specificebions, would be reasonably £it for the

subseguent ingtallation of and wse as a coolroom and chiller.

The dmposibion of sush an loplied term is dissussed by

Panndng M. B dn Groaves ov. Bavohian Meilkle (supral and vhat he
said was acespied by the other nmewbers of the Courl, Browne

and Geolfrey bane L.J.0., Lord Denning {at p.10%) malds-

T8 vow ghould read the didcussions in the casag,
vou will #ind that the Judoss are not looking
inténtion of both parvles; nor arxe they

£

apngidering what the parties would angwer Lo an
effivious bystandar. They are only seeking to do



what is ‘in all the pireumstances reasonable’.
That is how Lord Reid put it in Young and
Marten Limited v, McManus Childs Limited
(1969) 1 A.C. 465, 466; and Loxd Upjohn {at!
ped71) said quite elearly that the implied
warranty is 'imposed by law’.

Apply %&iw to-the enplovment of a professional
mane  The law dodss nob wsuelly doply o werranty
that he will achieve the desired vesult, but

only a term that he will use reasonable care:

and ekill. Whe surgeon does nobk warrant that

he will oure the patient. Nox does the solicitor
warrant that he will win the case. Buk, when a
dantist mgrees to make a sed of false beebh foy s
patient, there i an loplied warranty that they
gl e bie gunes see Bavuels v Davig (1943)

1 9 o £ a3
1L BB, 526"

Ino fhe avent, in that ceze, the defendast was held

Jhable on botl heads.

On L Sepbenber 1987, the defandant lssued Lo the

o

plaintiff a payment certificate which he describad as being
Uhyeoway of send-Floal pavment for above work",  Premkly, I

amccat e loss bo koow what "genlefinal” weans in bhat o oonbesk

o wag dutended o wmean.  Eleven days latey, on 1l Saptesber

1267 he wroke to the conbracgbor drawing atbentlon to leaks
in the bullding.  The létter yeadsy-

e dnapected above prenises at My Chalt's
reguest. The following leaks ave sbill appaveni
LA leak et the yoof st the junotion of the

sxisting paviy-wall with the new pavapeb.

Flashing at junction to be checked and
madle gond .

B desk ab the gwmall dralnage-wool, appavently
at the sxisbioy beam,

s
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2} & leak over the waste abt bhe ohiller which
aould be b weakness in the pliasbsey
lprobably  drumey  and holdlog wabex) .

Pieage lebt me koow 4Ff vou will take vemedial
action, or prefer Sepnlobe Lid. o do the
waterproofineg, in whicgh vage the amount paid
to them will have to be deducted from the final
payment.

On 21 September 1867, the defendant issued a
certificate of completion certifving, inter alia, that the
aontractors had "copplated above Coatract and all the
Malntenanoe work asg per Uopbradt Doowments signed by both

warbiag, "

thethey the eontvadtors had done any remedial work
batwean 10 and 21 Sepbenber oy 1f they had, whether op not the
defendant had ingescbed such work, is snot in avidenga, An
inspection by hiwm to be of any vivbue would nagessarily bhave
o be made dn painy weather. I have no dakia on which o make

finding on these matbers bubt it is of no momenk. It is of

no moment hegavse 10 these things were done oy atbempbed,
they were done perfuncborily. I aceept the evidence of My
Chald,  the general ménsger of the plaintidfs company; “that the
bullding was #2dlL subdect o Leaks afber §1 Sephonmber 1967.
Irhold, too, that parbkly beeoune of the leaks and @ﬁxmiy For
wiher. veasons bo vhleh allusion will be later made, the

premises ware not in propey condibicwn for the installation of

Lhe o freezipr and covler wnits.

The plaintiff refused to pay the amount gertified for
jn the ﬁimﬁﬁ gartificate. . The contractor sued him and the
aption vame Lo heardog on 10 June 1968. The pluintif? was
held liable on the grounds that the cbptract obliged hin to
pay on the arcghitest's certificate, Whilst the litigation was

ponding, €he plahbiff ook ho steps B0 have remedial work
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done. In the olrowsiances, I think that this was wholly

reasonable,

In preparation for that case, the plaintiff’s
sfvisers had the bullding inspected by My U.0. Grean,
omanblty Suervevor, Lnoenrly Appil 13685, Hr Green ls also a
plagterer Yy trade, He inspecited the prewlses on both fine
and wet days.  Opn the web day; be found waber on the surfsce
of the inkerior walls and on the floow. On seeking the
cavse; he found thal where the wool of the pew strusture
abutted the old building, the flashing was defective; that the
parapeks of the hew strugkture had not been capped ov
plasterad and that large aveas of the %m@%wmﬁﬁ plastering
ware oravked and holiow. He fouwnd also that the plaster work
o the dnternal woalls was defective, Ib was wndulabing and
wet, Thegs defects rendered the @%%mi%&ﬁ tobally unsuitabls
Fox the m@k&mmﬁm rurpose inssmuch ag it would be Lwpossible
e at il the necessary cork insulation to the sorface. To
affiz the doxk, it is the prackice first to dip it in hot
bitumen and then place it on the walls whilst the bltumen
i8 still hot and liguid, The bitumeén sets and acts as an
adhesive which holds the gork in place, A prerveguisite to

the success of thiz prodess is that the walls be dry,

My dGreen did not inepect the roof of the new
shtructore., 28 was, however, inspeoted by My R.E. Meveer,
Reglstered Avehiteot, in sarly 1869, %he specifications
rogulrad that the poof framing be consbructed with 8% » 2¢
rafters apd 3% x 2% purlins: se shown op draving Wo.2 and
that wire mash and sisalbraft (building paper) be fized prior
to the laying of the roof. They provided also that the new
roof be of 24 gange galvanised "Dinondek’ and the coontractor

was regulred Yho allow for apron flashing as shown” -



presumably in the plans. My Mercer found that instead of the
long-run roofing fron without Jolns ab the roof surfaoe, %ﬂé
ennkraotor had dsed sheebs of vorrugabted irxon which were sailed
along bhe run ol the valbters. There was po fall in the roof.
This elxgunstance made the use of corrugated irvon sheets
ineffectual, In My Merver's oplinion, there must be a piteh

of at least 15 in a roof of corrugated iron to keep
rainwater out of the interior of the building it is protecting.
He found, too, that there were no adequate flashings and

laker when the work was opened up, bhat no purlins bhad been
Jadd and no wlve metiing o bullding paper ilnstallsd as
specified. Mr Merger was of the opinion that 90% of the
troibles which beset the plaintiff were dus to the faulty
installation of the voof, He found other defects which I will
shortly deal with individually.  He recomfiended that the roof
be vemoved and replaced. His récormendations as to the
Paplacement yoof vary bub little from the @xmwﬁm;mﬁ@ wf the
ﬁg@&&ﬁimmﬁﬁmmﬁ prepared by the defendant. w%%‘xaﬁl&mwm%m@

roof bhés been anbively satizfacbony.

. think that the defendant in passing and
certifying completion of the work in the condition Mp Green
and My Mercer found it to be, falled o exercise the ordinary
skill of an ordinayy compebent syghibect and is 1liable in
dameges for all loss sulfered by the plaintliff resultani

upon sk falluve.

A deal of the remsdial work wes done by Hall snd
Biel Idmited. vhen Ny Mercer was cobsulted, thet £lrm was

3 2

engaged in modernising plaintiff’s Dixon Street shop under

Mr Hercer's supsrvision. At Mercer's regusst, Hall and ¥ilel

Limited furnished a guotation of $1,077 for the following
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1. Teke vp existing roofiag
e Bupelyv and £l purlins at 20 centyes
%, Beplace yoof
4,  Bwhbend ool with 107 mwamhamﬁz
¥ Wew spoublng on brackebs
6. HWew flashings over parapet, on adjoining wall
7. Hew bow gubbering and raln watershed
8. Weatherproofiog of wall ab end of fire éesvape
9, Weatlisvproof and £i1l in orascke in adjoiniog wall
10, Bandrall around habelh - filzst flooy
1. Cover Ling o 3 bollet aveas (pe.o. sum 550)
12, Wew 4% & 2V framed false wall on ground flooy
inside wall lined with gibraltar board and painted
with thres coabs with bhigh gloss finlsh

3. Flodwsanding of #ivst Floor

Thena 1, 2, 3, 6, 7 and 9 weve, in nmy view, glearly
nacessary. to make good the defects in the work veguived to be
done pursgant 0 the plang and specifications and which the

defendant bad negligently approved.

Thems 4 and § wore in Mp Mercer's opinion, wsssential
i oensure bhat no water gub loto the bullding, This work was
on. the side of the building exposed to southerly weather.
The old work géave no protection ageinst deiving southerly raln
and made no provision against wabker getting into the bullding
between the roof and the top of the wall., Having yegard to
the absolute pecessity Lo vrotect %%@ cork dnswlation from
water, it was prudent that eaves and spoubing should be
provided and iy wmy view the defendant was negligmnt ipn not
gpanifving $hat such be provided. T think thet the vewsediasl

work carried ont by Hall and Kiel ILdimited at Mr Mercer's

ik
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behest was essential o ensure that the bullding was
watertloht and the eost of such was the neasure of the danage
opsasioned by defendant’s segligence.  The same conslderatlons
spply to iten 8, The jolets of the fire sscape were bullt
inko the conorebe and 18 was possible thalt water could gebt in
the eracks bebwesn the side of the dodstes and the conowrets.
The work oovered by dbem B owss bto elisinate dhis possibility.
o dhe plroumstances; it was veasonable that this should be
dome and provizion should have been made for its being done

by tha defendant.

Toeems 10 and 11, aliBough so doubt desirable in the
interent of a good floish, ave neob referable to the plans and
gpacifications and thelr émecubion was not directly referable

o negligent ondzslons of the defendant.

i

o

Item 12 rvelabes to whald My Mercer consldiiad and
I #soeoept to be necessary remedial work. It has to do with a
portion of the wall surfaces on the ground £loor whigh had
beon poorly plastered.  There was varrant for the ﬁ%k&wwimg

asbeving, - Mepemr was of opinion

off the plaster smd ve
that an effective and less expensive method of achieving the
intended ehd result wag to hardboard over the defactive work

A @mim% the %mwﬁhmaxﬁ and T acoept this to be so.

: ITtem 13 relatés to floorsanding the f£irst floor. I
vag not diveoted. to apy reguiremant for this in the
fioations, nor could I find any ﬁmmﬁ reference nysell.
‘yﬁmmﬁk such work was no doubt made for a neat fimiﬁﬁg T do

not think it is velated to the original contract.

Hall and Riel Limited wewe paid, on My Mercer's
gertification, $1,183.86, Theilr quote was $1,077. The

o

differente has not besn gatisfactorily explained. I think,



Cdn that elrovmsbanoe, that T should fake bhe ficure of
81,097 as a gbarting polnt. B p.o. sunof 850 was provided
in &%%‘%wm@m%&w& far the Line woerk. 1 have no evidense an
to the gost of dhe handrall and the floorsanding. In the
nabture of thisgs; 44 would not be high, I think thak the
ﬁmﬁmﬁw& of the situation is met 4F I allow the plalaelif
$0E0 as damages for the logs 6 hinm divectly avising from the
defendant’s negligange as to thabt part of the original wvork

vopedied by Hall and Zlel ldwmited,

‘ I mm satisfied that the plastering work on khe
extavhal walls was defecklve) The wally &&%m regudred sealing
and wakerpronfing ~ work which was done by Guase (Wellilnghon)
fhmied ab s sost of 53480 My Chalt sald thab dhe teplastering
and consemaential vepaioting of the ouvker walls was done by a
painter whose name he did not vemember, at a cost of 2907,
Phis evidenve does not mensure up bo the atandard veguirved
and Ioan nob dispoped e muled the defendant in damages on 1%,
There was avidence Ay o the propey cost - 8§10 a square vapd
fut po evidence ag te the avea involved. A commerclal concern
sl das bhe plalntddd is, should, e it seens o ne, readily
be able to prodive wouchérs and acoounts for suweh an
axpenditure. It has, however, proved an item of expenditure
fox romadial plasteriosg work done on the interior of the
buliding by .M, Jobnston Plastexing Company Ldmited. I held
that the work Jdens by thel coppany and Sonag (Wellingbon)
Timdted; made ‘good work vhloh should not bave been passed by
the defendant 17 he had exsreised the obdinary skill of an
ordinary competent architect and the amounts of those
companys ' acoounts are bhe neasire oF Bhe dapages secraing

-7
o the plaintiff of sueh negligent oiissions by the defendant.
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The defendant, in his final cevtificate, certified

for certeln extras.  These ingluded:-

prain pipe o chiller and cooler 26,00
Drainage avea slaeb 48,40
Gibraltar board lining to workshop %ﬂgpﬁﬁ
Hand bagin oo firet floow 59,50
Corneyr hand bazin 32,50
Ope toilet and eistern BO.40

My Meroer, whose evidensge T aceept on the %m@ﬁms was
of m@@mimm that thess &%@mm7wmm®‘%@wwm mm‘@&ﬁ wians and weps
part and parcel of the contract and ascordingly should not
have bebn allowed sas ewbras. I thisk dhab the ﬁwﬁw@ﬁ&mﬁ wan
negligent dn so certifying and that the plaintiff's
consequential logs 18 $425.40, The contrackor was allowed
10% on the pluvbing extras (the last three of the iteus
listed above) and an adjuvstment of $14.24 is required. The
total loss referable to this part of the c¢laim is therefore
§439,74. The only other item included in pavagraph 9 of the
ﬁ%&%&@mm@ of e¢laim which was pursued, was for $40.00 in
mwﬁ@@m% wf plpen for ﬁiﬁmxw&wt@w There 18 no %v&@@mwmlﬁm

gupport bbhis dtew and It de agdordingly disalloweds

The plainklif sladimed $2,48%1.15 ap danages @@@mmi@m&&
Ly dhe defendant's negligence, the cost of shtorage of @wwﬁ%
wiith the ﬁm@m@@ Dadry Producers’ FPeeerling Cowpany Linlted
hatween ¥he dabe of the lssuve of the final sextificave by the
defondant on 21 Septenbey 1967 abd k%&‘ﬁﬁhm thie @xmm&%w& Were
ready for wee ag v movlstore and freesey, 28 Hovember
find that the plainblff pald the anouwnt olained to the
company foy soch purpose dn respect of the period from

Davepber 1967 fo the end ol Sepbenbar 126%. The premises,

however, were not yeady for use as a coolstore when the final
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cerbificate was degued.  The lnsuletlon work of winstone
Idmdbed and the refylgerabion work of Mealpine Befriveration
Shmited had yeb to be done.  Wohen 4t was wltlpetély dones it
took two monthzs in bthe dodng.  Yhat, in the &vmnﬁg ig-no
noment bepause bhe plain ags finally presented was in panpat
of a period commencing on 1 December 1967, The remedial work
wag -nob undectakenh with the despatel thet wight have Doen
reasonably. exoscted. I have aliready ewpressed the wvipw thatb
in all the piroumsbances, the plalntdifs nob provesding with
the work watll after the conglusion of the litigabion with
the bulldey was nol diveasonable,  The Litigation was
oontluded don Tune 1969, Afker ite conclusitn, there were
what proved o be frulitless diseoussions with the présent
dufendant for sowe threé wmonths. My Merewsy was brought into

the ploture in late Auwgrpet or eavly Septerber 1968,  He was

insbromental dn obtaliniiy bhe services of Hall and Bilsl
Limited who gave a written gquobe on 25 February 196% for the
park of the work nltimately done By L in Bpril 1869,

Ty Jobnston Plastering bindbed, dn the msantime, %@ﬁ‘&mmm
its part of the work in Dotober 1968, Theve is mm‘%wi&%mm&
ko when Guonae. Wellington) Lindted did iks work oy for
that mabter when any other work was done., Haking &u@
allowance for the difficuliles of vbhtalnlng the sevvices of
budideye and btradesmen in allied services st any tise and in
partionlary o complete work elther partly done opr badly done
by other contrackors, I am of the view that the x&m&ﬁiml
work could wall have been completed a great deal sariisr than
it was. Dolog the best I oan with the dats at my dlsposal,

I think the voolstore and freeger should have been x@aﬁy farx
use-by the and of JTune 1969, In that olrovmsteance . bhe oost
of atorage veferable to the defendant's ﬁ@ﬁii%wm@%‘iﬁ Ehat

in yaspeot of the period fron L Decenbar 1867 to 30 -Tune 1869
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o 30 wmonkhs , vhereas the amount olalmed e in vespest of a
period of 22 monkhe. It is clear frem the evidence of Hr
Magkill, general manager of the Co-op. Dalyy Producexs’
Freezing Company Limited, that more than & meye addition of
the dtens shown on the ledgey card put o evidenpe fs
wopuired do epbebldsh the actusl fopt to the plaintilifd fow
goods pregerved fn his wonpany's ooolstore and the bnly
mekhod available o me ds to reduce the sawwunt vabsablv. I
aatouiate 18700 dhee of $2,481.308 bo be 82,148,085, Phe
plaintdff wvould over the peried have had o pay electrieity
charges in vesapect of hig own plant, had Lf been ip wsge, at
anaverage oost of 540 sach three nonthe oy $253.83 and this
amounh was saved by the use of storage other than his owi.
ondeduebing this sum from $8,142.25, the loss i reduced

B 81, 888,92,

The plaintliff did not pay the speount ceriifisd for
dn the defendunt s fanal certdfivdte wnbkil the end of June
188 T follows thal during part of the period in rvespech
of which he claims lose under the head of damage now under
condideration; namely From 1 Dacembar 1967 to 30 &nﬂ&“i%@%g
s hadl the use of the woney dovolved namely $@v@@$wlﬁq
Tdhdnk that his gepeyal loss should be diminished by
interest on that mnount fowr the peried. In wmy view a
venaonable vate of interest in the civcimstances is 8% which
Hoe be  seven monthe  Ianvelesd gmmmm@@ ey 8183.86. ‘Sudh
Jaeduotlion veduses the loss o $1,795.06. T hold that this loss
wag ppeasioned by the defendant's negligencs in the
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supervision and the certification of the original contractor’s

.

O
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In the result, the plalntiff must have Juldgment

Foe §3,707.80 wade up as followsge

pamages olaived wuder para, 10 of

the statement of claim 1,708,06
Work dove by Hall and Eiel Zdnited 950, 60
“ " ¥ Gunag  (Wellingbon) Tdnived 348,00

* ¥ YL Johnehon Plastering
Company hinlhed L8500

Babras wrongly certified for and
asddustment of contractor’s

percentage therein 438,74
$3,627.80

e —
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The dedfendant s ordeved to pay the plainbiffts
costs acgording to seale with disbursements. I cexrtify for

2 embya days of hearing at 542 each.

Solicliors for Plaintiffy Cady O 'Regan, bondt, Pebars
and Bvansg, Welllngbon

Solivitove for Defendant: Mesgrs 8ladden, Stuart, Joseph
and Moulder, Wellinaton




