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%ae affected by the nomination or withdrawal, it
18 a3 though that candidate bad never been pro-
Posed and seconded at all; for he does not con-
linue to be to the close of the meeting, and is
Dot then, a ** person proposed” for the office.
That this is the construction put upon the statute
1 practice, is very clear; for nothing is more

mmon than for a number of candidates to be
Proposed, where there is no intention on the part
%fany one that they should contest the election ;
d upon their withdrawal, it has never, that I

Bow of, been suggested until now, that it may

¢ demanded, after the meeting, that their names
*hall be entered in the poll-bookes.

From the nature of the proceeding, the elec-
ors and the returning officer are entitled to
Row, at the close of the meeting, who are the

®andidates; for in case there is but one candidate,
¢ returning officer is to declare bim elected ;
nd in case there are more candidates than one,
® returning officer, on the day following the
Omination, is to post up the names of the can«
idutes. So that I do not understand how Mr.
aggart’s or Mr. Coyne’s communications with
the returning officer after the nomination day
%aq affect this proceeding. But suppose the first
ase had happened, and Mr. Chisholm had been
ik ¢ only candidate remaining ; then the returning
“ﬂit}er, with the assent of all the other candidates,
eir proposers and seconders, and of the elec-
Ors present at the meeting, would on the spot
ve returned Mr. Chisholin as reeve. If it is

. Msserted that an election 8o conducted would be
Yoid, T must say that only judicial decision
-%ald mnke me assent to it. I have been speak-
~Ing of the statute as though the relator here
Yore an elector, not present at the meeting,
Yho had afterwards voted at the election for Mr.

" Hlaggart, His position would.in my opinion, be

Yery different from that of Mr. Coyne; forif I

M wrong in supposing that the proceedings at

¢ election were legal, there are still reasons
Nhich npply ad hominem to prevent Mr. Coyne
rom setting up the objection. It was urged, upon
i '® argument, that this proceeding was so much
U the interest of the electors, that the truth of

® facts must alone be regarded, and that the
Sonduct of the relator or of Mr. Haggart could

0t here be set up to exclude the truth. Butthe
%ses gited by Mr. Harrison and Mr. Kerr are

Uite clear on the point that the conduct of the
R ‘itor may waive objections otherwise good, or
i““y estop him from alleging them. Indeed he
. B rogarded as any other plaintiff, claiming in his
Private right.

N Now, Mr. Coyne was present throughout the
Lole proceedings at the meeting, He must
AVe heard the withdrawal of all the candidates

h'“ Mr. Clark and Mr. Chisholm ; he must have
ard the retarning officer announce that they
ore the only candidates remaining; and yet he

OWed the meeting to close—all present sup-

Posing guch to be the fact—without expressing
Jection or dissent. I think he must be boynd
Y the rule in Pickard v. Sears, 6 A. & E. 649,

22 the kindred cases. Surely this is estoppel

"’h conduct. It is very eacy to suppose cases

ele-Te such a course would completely throw the

R:"‘“Ts—eapeciully those opposed to Mr. Hag-

ne"*oﬁ‘ their guard, if they were to find, the
fig), Morning, that Mr. Haggart was still in the
I think the course taken in this eleotion

i

was legal; and that if otherwise, neither Mr.
Haggart nor Mr. Coyue can be heard to urge
this objection. I think there should be judg-
ment for the defendant with costs.
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La Revue Crrrique pe LEGISLATION ET DX
JURISPRODENCE. Montresl : Dawson, Bros.
January and April, 1871.

We welcome this publication with no ordi-
nary Pleasure. It is of much promise, and
the articles carefully selected and well written.

The prospectus, referring to the work, says,
that “the editing committee have imposed
upon themselves the task of combating, with-
out hesitation, the errors and chief faults
which pregent themselves in legislation or
jurisprudence;” and it was, we understand,
with especial reference to various unsatisfac-
tory features in the conduct of business by
their own judiciary that this Review was first
thought of. Among its contributors, and
those Who have promised their support, we
notice the names of the best men at the bar
in Lower Canada.

It is a difficult and invidious task for indi-
vidual members of the bar to call to account’
persons holding judicial positions with whom
they are daily thrown in contact, nor is it
pleasant to feel that a Judge who has the
decision of your case in his hands, above
suspicion of any ill feeling though he may be,
maY Perhaps still be smarting under a severe
criticism of his law, or remarks on his want
of sttention or industry.

So far as Upper Canada is concerned,
there has never been anything of this kind;
but the Bench of the Lower Province has
pever, we think we may safely say, equalled
ours either in industry, mental force, dignity,
‘or general eminence. We have never felt any
pressing need of sharp criticism on the con-
duct of our Judges. Some of them, of course,
have been more dignified, learned or talented
than others; but all, to the best of their
ability with more or less laborious research,
have, With most commendable diligence, en-
endeavoured to discharge their duties faithfully -
to the public, and have done so with credit.to .
themselves and to their profession, ever keep-
ing in views the high honour and dignity of .
their office. :

It is reported that all this cannot be said
of their brethren to the east of us, though
nothing is farther from our thoughts than to



