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of such arrangemenit the prosecutors supplicl food anîd lodging tu
the soldicrs for a considerable tine, and they now applied to the
Court for a niandarnus to the county cotincil to compel therri ta
paythé-expense they- had tu nurd h ~utbigdl

* certified by the magistratcs. Thc Court carne to the coiuclusioni
that the application could nlot suiccecd, on the ground that there
was no liability o~n the part of thuc counity to pay for tire iniaintrn-.
ance of troops under such circuinstances, auJd that the expense
iiiist bc borne b>' the Crowii,

PRINCIPAL AND AGENT v rn x~Nrloîi. us nt.\h0 Il i- NANM

(IF PI4INVIVLI 011i . SOl~ xrM BY 11R1X011ALI.

In re Tjt'cmieil & 1 Pdertilil'u (1899" 2 Q. B- (Jî , \\'aS a case

stated b>' an firbitrator. 'l'lie qjuestion raised was \vl)ctlicr Tide-

marin, tir- clainmant, wvas entitled to dainages agaiinst I ,ett.htrînann
and two others for breach of thei- coiitracts for tire sale oi whecat

made by une Vilniar in the namne of riiinaiiii, andl which lie haci

subsequetiy, at Vilinar's rcquest. expircssly r-atificd. but whkch

\7ilnmar origiinally initenlded to bc for liisuvwn beniefit. 'l'lie coritracts

wverc made b3' Vilmar in~ the naine of Ticdmnanii because the

tlefendants haU refused tn deal \vith Vilmarý iindividuaflv iii conse-

quence of prcvious tunsatisfactor3' dealiuigs. .\fter t'ic conhract wvas

made, and in j une, 1898 the market feil, and flic defeorlants,

suspecting Vilmar- had miade the contracts wiLlh theni ou his own

behalf, refused to carry thern out, wlheretpoti Tidemainn, at Vilmar's

request, on 22 J uly, 8S98, ratificd the cotntracts m1d forwatrded

thec wlicat for tender to thern, defeuidaiits, %vhicli the), refused to

accept, and the question stated foir tli opinion of the Couvt was

whether on flic facts above statcd Tiedmnaiii could iii j uly, 1898,

validly ratil'y the contracts so as to bind flie defeildanits. This

question the Pivisional Court (D)arling auJd Channell, Jj~aiswered

afflrmativcly being of oipinioni that the clairnatit could validly

ratify the contrait notwithstanding previous recpudliation of it by

the defendants, considering this point covered by Ballon v, Lambert,

41 Ch. 1). 29E ý h1ey also held that it was iuîiiatcrial that Vilmar

originally intended ta get the bencfit of the contracts personally.

NEOLIOEUGE Puni.î % 'Vv-ONRL o ~X~LI WORNS FOR I'B,Ç11011V

4.IAUILITN OF IrMPLq.VKR FOR OFIiI~~ 0VONTRAC~TOItI.RM~ INTO

VOI!RT 1V CO-IIEFENNr.

lu Penttv v. Winibledon Cocwl (1899) 2 Q.B. 72, the Court of

Appeal (Smith, Williams and Ramier, L.JJ.) have unanirnous1y


