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CORPORA'JJON-CONTRAO4(T NOT UNDER 5EA1L-EXZCUTED CONSIDER-
ATION-WORK DON£ AT REQUEST OP CORPORATION NECESSARY
MOR PURPOSE FOR WErnCI IT WAS CREATFJ)-ACCEPTANCE OP'
woIiK-ImpLiED OONTRACT TO PAY.

In Douglus v. Rhyl Urbait Dia frict Voitncil (1913) 2 Ch.
407, the plaintiff claiined to recover for work doue for -the de-
fendants, a municipal corporation, Mt thpir request, as an en-
gineer in making valuations and estimates, and which was neces-
sary ta be done for the purpose -for which the corporation was
created. The contract was not under seal, but the corporation
had taken the benefit of the work doue by the plaintiff though
the scherne for which the w'ork was done was ultimately aban-
doned. Joyce, J., held that the principle of the decision in Law-
ford v. Biflricay Cou ncil (1903), lIC.13. 772 (noted ante vol.
39, p. 463) applied, and tiat the p1nintiff was eiititlced to re-
caver on -a qitandum. mei.crt.

STOCK~ EXCrîAxo-E-C)NTt.ýCT-PRNZCIPAi. AND A<ENT-RWia!T OF.
BROIRR TO INDEMNITY.

In eIstote v. I<els<y (1913) 3 K.B. :314, the plaintiff %vii a Ihua-
ker einployed by the defeiidant to purchase shares in file stock
muarket for the purpose of speculation. and sought ta rveover
xnioneys expended ky hhuii lu and about the purchase. The
plaintiff Iived at Illrrogkate and inistrieted brokers in l'ondoin
azid Glasgow to buy the shares required. These brokers pur-
chased the shares froin jobberm and sent a note of thv purehase
ta the plaintiff ineluding their commission in the price. without
mnentîoning how inuch it was, but stating the' price to he net.
The plt,'ntiff then sent a siniilar note to the defendant anda added
a specifled sum for his commission. The defendant claimed
that the plaintiff iii concealing the commission charged hy the
Landau and GIlasgow hrokers, hiad not aicted as brokers, but as
principal in buying the shares froua thein, and wus, thpre-
fore, not entitled to indeunnity froun the defeudant. Bailliache,
J., who trie(l the case, wiasq, ain tht' tacts, iii favoeur of the' plin-
tiff, but thought the case wua governed by Johnson v. gearley
(1908), 2 K.B. 514. The' Court of Appeal (Cozens-Ilardy.
M.R., and Hamilton, L.J., and Bray, J., however. revermed his
decision (Cozens.Hardy, M.R., dubilante). The Court of Appeul
being of the' opinion that, on the tacts, the' cases were distin-


