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Ilaggart. Hlis position would. in my opinion, be was illegal and vold, and that~ althongh a i'oidable
verydiffren fro tht ofMr oyne; fr ifi et miglat be ratilied by inatter aubsequernt, it was

ar wiron in uposi that th pr oneedoin 1 otherwise when an act was origina1ly and inuia incep-am woii in uppsingtha theproeedigs t lou votd.
the election were legal, tbere are Still reasons lU (by MÂAR-11, B.) that the aheve docun'ent was a
wliol oopply ad hominem to prevent Mi Coyne good and valid ratification of the forged note, and that

fm fthe defendant waa fiable tu pay to tlic plaintif! thefrm etting Up the objection, It was urgeci, upol aniont thereof.
the argument, that this proceeding was so mauch [19 W. R. 508.]
in the interest of the electors. that the troth of Thswsa acinuo apr isey ot
the facto must alone be regardeci. andi that the This The dufctionwas that the deferynoteî
conduct of the relator or of Mr. Haggart coulci for 20 Tedfn wstathdfnat'
not bere be set up to exolude the truth. But the signature wias a forgery. A verdict having been
cases cited by Mr. Harrison and Mr. Kerr are eiitered for the plaintiff, a ruIe niai wa8 obtained
quite clear on the point that the conduct of the for a new trial. The facts of the case are fully
relater may waive objections otherwise gooci. or stated in the juigmnts delivereci by Kelly, C.B.,
lnay estop him from alleging them, Indeed he and Martin B
ia regarded as any otber plainitif?, claiming in his Kingdon. Q. C.. A. J. IT Collins, and R. D.
private right. Bpnneil showed cause -The plaintif? is entitled

Now, Mr. Coyne wiis prescrnt througbont the te the verdict [POT, B.-Cnn a forgery be
whole proceedings at the meeting. He must ratifieci ?] The te rged signature waq au act
have heard the withdrawal of il11 the candidates donc for the defendant within the principle laid
bot WIr. Clark and Mr. Chishoîni; he muet bave îlown in ii fdîl. C' J.. in Wilson v Tumman. 6
litard the retumninKS officer announice that they NI, & G. 242. [KrLLY. C. B. -This waq flot an
were the only candidates renlaining; and yet hie nct floue on) the defendant's behaif.] Tu IVies
allowed the meeting te close-9il present sup u-n Bills. p 200 (1Oîh ed.). it is saici :- If the
pesiug sucb te be the faut-witbout .xrsii drnwee bas once admitted that the ar-ceptauce- is
objection or dissent. I think hie ms epressla in his osto haîidwritung, anci thereby uive cur-
by the mule in Piclcemd v. Sears, 6 A & E 649, rency te the bihl. lie crmonot afterwards exonterate
and the kiudred cases. Surely this is estoppel bouise t' by showing that it stas foi-gel1: " Lpoch
by conduet. ctuis: very eamy tosuppote cases výBuehanin, 4 Esp 226, [KFLLY C 13-H,)w
where snobh orewudcmltl ho h a h plairitiff's ptinatrd? Tepi-
eiectoms-especiaily those opposeci te Mr. Hier ciple of Reg v. Woodward, 81 L .1. M C <1.,
gart-off their guard, if they weme to finfi, the 1 .28 ple eti ae l~c la
next mnrnirig. that Mr. [laggart wag stillinb the tiiere inay ble, a r9ftfication et' a felenious act
field. 1 think tht course taken in ihis election i[KFeLLY, C B -To that case the ratifioatioin ;tself
was legal ; and that if otherwise. ne-ither Mm. si eoyJ I em eh dnteii
Eiggart nom Mm. Coyne cau he heard ta urge Wil-fon Y Borker, 4 B, & Ad 614, thîjt lu "e
this obijection. I tbink there shoulci be judg- ee a person by rittification îuay heconie a
ment for the deffendant with coats. tresp-i5ai.t: Bid v Brown. 4 Exchý 786. Tt ie

c'e-r fron 2rîd Greenteaif on Evideuce pair 66,
p 50. that slifht evidence of ratification ie

ENGLISHI REPORTS. eîîffioieîiî If the question i-bat i-as the inten-
tion etf the diefetîdant fit the time cf signifia the
document of 1)ecemhem 17 were lef't te the jury,

EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. they ought ln be c'ihled opon te conotrue willS
fini deeds. Tri conîîtruing a dorament the Court
rily look nt the sumrounding circil,,ýtnnces;

BROOK v HoK IlJ-fflld v. Mcadow8, L. R. 4 C. P. 595.
Rat ificatisa Fsrged instrumaent, adoption sf. Loeeo Q. C. andi Poo'e, in support eof the mule

A fomged inat-rment cannot be ratifled by the person -Tiere ciii be no ratification cf the forRed
whose namc la forgeci, and ho caauet adopt it ao aa te signature, becantse the defendant andi Jones did
nalce hiielf liable thereon.. estnioterlinofpncpluiîet

J. ownied flhe plaintiff £21, and sent te htmr a promsory uo rn-nterltono rnia n gn
ote for that anieunt, Wlîich purportcd te bear, and .ts Story or) Agency, e. 251 at (7th eci i. The d-4cn-

belleved by the platuttit te bear, the signatures of J. dant relies on the maxini there cited]-Ratun
and the defeudaxit, who was J.'s bmother-iu-law. qus ibrno letqodpfu omenn

Before tht note becane due the plaisitiff met the defoý- qi ait o oef udisn om o
diant aîîd inentioned the note te him. He denied the est geslum. The jucigmentt of Hiolro'yd J . i
eignature to behlis, and the plaiîîfiff thecupon saidtafa Saurnderson v. Griffiîha, 5 B. & C. 909, supports
it must be a forgery ef J.'s, and lie woatd consalt a tht, e'ndn' ontention. (They citeci aise
lawyem wstf the vtew etF taking criminal proceediago ouA
against hin. The defendant hegged the plaintif nef te ot Thenipson. 1 East. 274 ; Lucena v.
do sa, and aaid lie would rather pay the nîuney than Crauford, 1 Tîtunt. 32.5; Hogedorn v, Oliveion,
that the plaintiff shonld do se. TIse plaintiff then siid 2 M '& S. 485. The plnintiff's pesition i-as not,
thaf he mnuit have it in writing; and that, if the deten-
dant would îign a memorandum, ha sveuld take if. The altereci after the document of 17tb December
defendant thereupen signed a document adanitfing him- wîs signed by tht defendant, andi the mule in
selr te ha respouaible te the plaintif£ for the amount et Piclcaîd v. $ears. 6 A. & E. 469, dots net apply.
thie note.

ld (hy KELLY, C.B., CHÂNNELL and PmGoor, BB.), first, It is clear from Story on Agency. es, 240 and
tliat the foeging docunint was ne ratification of the 241. that a felonious act being voici catauet be
,forged proistaory note, but an agreement on the pairt ratifitd. Tht case of' Wilinson v. S1onet,, 1 Jeb
cof tht clefendant te treat the note as hais town mad t,)&a ms 0,dcdd nteCuto ue'be-o(rne iahîtuponit, in conîiderationthaft elaintif &Sms 0,dcdc i h or t ue'
w,,uld fuibear t,, prsaeute J., and that thua agreemenst Bench in Ireland, la conclusive in the preseut
stas againat publie peltcy andi void, aa founded upon cage. and shows that it i-as for the jury te say
an illegat contideratian; and, secondly, that tht fore-
going document waa ne ratification, inasmnoli as the i-ith i-bat intention tht document of December
ýact donc that ta, tht forged signature te thie note- lTth i-as signed by the defenidant. Thereih ne


