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Iu~scertain circumstances, be liable under a cantract though flot under
scat. In this case the purposes for which the defendant
corporation existed wvere such that it was necessary that warkb should be done and goods supplied to carry those purposes into
effect, and work was done and goods supplied pursuant ta the15: order of the corporation through its officers, and the work and
goods were accepted by the corporation, and it wvas held by
Darling, J., that the cansideration was executed, and there %vas an
implied contract on the part of the corporation ta pay therefor,
and the absence of a contract under seal was no answer ta an

action brought for the price of the work done and goods supplied.4 UBICYCLE-TOLL-'*SLFr>GE OR DRAG, Olt SL'CH LIXE CARRIAGE.

In Smnitz v. Kyitnersej (1903), 1 K.B. 788, the Court of

Appeal (Williams and Mathew, L.JJ.) were asked ta sas' that a

bicycle came within the categary of "a sledge or drag, or such

like carniage," in respect of which the defendants were entitled ta

charge a toit of six pence for passing over a bridge. The Court of

Appeal. however, were unable ta do so, and held that WVright, J.,
was right ini saying that a bicycle was not ejusdemn generis as the

vehîcles specified.

*ARINIL INSURANCE - COSTRUCTIV'E TOTAL LOSS-VALV O1 F WRECK

WHErIIER TO BE ADDED TO COST OF REPAIR IN ESTINIATIN. 1.ONS.

A ngel v. APerchia ts' Marine Insura nce Co. ( i 9,D3), i K. 1. 8 11

was an action on a policy of marine insurance. The shilp was

valued at £23.000, and that suin in case of loss wvas ta be taken ta

be its repaired value. The vesse! was wrecked. The value of the

wreck was £7,000. It was saved and repaired and the cost of the

reoairs amounted to £22,559. The plaintiff cantended tl-at as

the dlifference between this sum and the £23,000 ivas less than

£7,000, the value of the wreck, he was cntitled ta recover fur a

constructive total loss. Bingharn, J., decided against this con-

À struction, and the Court of Appeal (Wiiliams, Stirling, and

Mathew, L-ji.) disrnissed an appeal from bis decision. WVilliams,

t L.J., hawever, cornes ta that conclusion principally on the ground

that the contention af the plaintiff was ziot properly taken, or

supported by evidence a.; ta the value of the wreck. Stirling, L.J.,

j white not denying that iii saine cases the value of the wreck

rnight properly be taken into account, concluded at ail events


