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As any junior conveyancing or engrossing clerk will be ready to tel!
yoi, the date of a deed is cormonly, and the names of the occupiers of

the property conve)-~d, or the agreed date in the proviso for redernption
is often, filled in after the deed is executed. And Keane v. Smai/bone4 (17 C. B. 179), Ziag/'e1n v. Gulteridge (ii M. & WV. 465), AldOus v.
Cornvei(l Rep. 3 Q-.L- 5 73, aîxd Adse/i v. Rivet (9 L. T. Rep. i i0 33
Beav. 52) is authority that any such formai addition, if consistent with the
purposes of the deed in question, will flot render the deed void, even
though the addition is, ini fact, made by the party to whom it bas been

delivered. Moreover, several years before Aldous v. Cornwell, where a
bond conditioned for the payrient of £too had been prepared hy a school-
master and after execution was left in his custody as a friend of the parties,
and he, discovering that the word Ilhundred " had been accidentaily ornitted
in the second place in which the sum was mentioned, interiined the word
omnitted without the knovledge of either party, it was decided that the
sense, being sufficiently ma<2ifest before the aiteration, the insertion or the
word did flot alter the sense, and wa8, therefore, iniaterial and did flot
destroy the bond: (laugh v. Bussel, 5 Taunt. 7o6). And within the
past few years the Divisionai Court has held that the execution of a deed of
arrangement by creditors after its registration under the Deeds of Arrange-
ment Act 1887 (50 & 51 ý"c c. 57) does flot ainourit to an alteration of
the deed so as to avoid it, or to vitiate the registration of it ; (Re Bal/cti,-
Ex ptrte AMilie, 6o L T. Rep. 2 71 ; 22 Q. B. Div. 685) ; and so, more
convenientiy for practîcal business purposes, set at reiât what was a moot
point in legal circles.

But ail who are oid --mough to have read Ten Thousand a Year wiil
cail to mind how kin objection ta a deed on account of an erastire nmade, by
a copying clerk, in a mnateriai part of the deed is made to play an imiport-
ant and dramatic part in the celebrated trial scene at York; and that as
the incident excited much public attention and comment, to the later edit-
ions of that popular novel the author, Mir. Samuel Warren, added a iearned
note on the then state of the law as to a biemish in a deed. And the rule
that an alteration in a rnaterial part of a deed mode by a party, or even by
a stranger, after its execution by the gratitor renders it void is stîli the law

.1'of England. In so recent a cas.- as.Ellesmere Brewitg Gotipatiy v. CýOper
(7~L. T. Rep. 567 ; (1896) 1 Q. 13. 75), for instance, we find four persons,

as sureties, executed a joint and several bond of suretyship, by the termns
of which the liability of two of theni was limited to £5 each, and that of
ihe other two /JS. After thrc.e of themn have executed the instrument, the
fourth, whose liability was liimited to £5o, executed it, but added to his

* signature the words l£,25 oniy.» The obligee accepted the bond so0
executed without objection ; and subsequently the principal having been in
default, the Divisional Court, in dismissing an appeal froni the County
Court judge with costs, held that the effect of the added words was ta mnake

amtria rteration in the bond, and that the first three signatories we eilre>
accordingly, thereby discharged fromn their obligation.
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