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NOTES OF NEW DECISIONS AND LEADING
CASES.

Baskrupror—Errzcr or ExerLise Composi-
TI0N DEep 18 CoLoNy.—Where a debt arises in
A country over which the Legislatare of another
country has paramount jurisdietion, & discharge
by the law of the latter may be effectual in both
countries.

Therefore, where a debt arose in Canada under
& contract to be performed there, and the debtor
obtained a discharge here under the Bankruptoy
Act, 1861.

Held, that such discharge was an answer to
an English action on the contract, for it was o
discharge of an original debt, binding in Canada
as well as here.

But, where the agtion here was on a judgment
obtained on such contract in Canads.

Held, that a similar discharge obtained here
after breach, but before judgment in Canada,
Was no answer to the action, for the Canadian
Judgment was final between the parties, and the
defendant was estopped from saying that the dis-
charge might have been pleaded there — Eljis v.
decHenry. Ellis and another v. McHenry, 19 W.
R.C. P. 503; 7C. L.J. N. 8. 162,

TorLs —StaTurs.—By 8 Geo. 4, 0. 126, s. 82,
Persons going to or returning from ** their usual
‘Place of religious worship” are exempted from
All toll on turnpikes, A minister of the Primitive
Methodist Connexion had assigned to him, by the
Persons having authority, the services at F. on
three Sundays in s quarter, and at four other
Places on other Sundays. Held, that he was
exempt from toll in going to and returning from
F. oo the three Sundays indicated.—Smizh v.
Barnett, L. R 6 Q B. 34.

A —————————————
SIMPLE CONTRACTS & AFFAIRS
OF EVERY DAY LIFE.

YOTES OF NEW DECISIONS AND LEADING
. CASES.

Rat1ricarion—-Foroxp INsTRUMENT, ADOPTION
%.—A forged instrument oaunot be ratified by
Person whose name is forged, and he cannot
opt it 80 as to make himself liable thereon:
J. owed the plaintiff £20, and sent to him

"% Promissory note for that amount, which pur-

Ported to bear, and was believed by the plaintiff
10 bear, the signatares of J. and the defendant,
"o was J s brother-in-law.
Before the note became due the plaintiff met
® defendant and mentioned the note to him.

He deunied the signature to be his, and the
plaintiff thereupon said that it must be a
forgery of J.’s, and he would oconsult s lawyer
with the view of taking criminal proceedings
sgainst him. The defendant begged the plaintiff
pot to do so, and said he would rather pay the
money than that the plaiatiff should do so. The
plaintiff then said that he must have it in writ-
ing; and that, if the defendant would sign a
memorandam, he would take it. The defendant
thereupon signed a document admitting himself
to be respounsible to the plaintiff for the amount
of the note.

Held, (by Kelly, C.B., Channell and Pigott,
BB.), first, that the foregoing document was no
ratification of the forged promissory note, but
80 agreement on the part of the defendant to

‘treat the note as his own and to become liable

upon it, in consideration that the plaintiff would
forbear to prosecute J., and that this agreement
Wa8 against public policy and void, as founded
upon an jllegal consideration; and, secondly,
that the foregoing dosument was no ratification,
inasmuoh as the act done—that is, the forged
signature to the note—was illegal and void, and
that, although s voidable et might be ratified
by matter subsequent, it was otherwise when an
#ot was originally and in its inception void.

Held, (hy Martio, B.) that the above doou-
ment wag a good and valid ratification of the
forged mote, and that the defendant was liable
t0 pay to the plaintiff the amount thereof —
Brook v. Hook, 19 W. R. Exoh. Ch. 508; 7 C. L.
J. N. 8. 158,

LanoLorp anp Texanr.—1. D. was a lessee
for years at a rent payable quarterly, and 8. was-
moTtgagee of the reversion ; D., having no notice
of the mimg.ge, paid to his lessor the amount
of two quarters’ rent before-any of it was due ;
sfterwards and before reut-day the mortgagee

" g§8ve him notice to pay the rent to him. Held,

at the transaction between D. and the lessor
WASNOt & payment of rent due, and that D. must
P8y the rent to the mortgages.—De Nicholls v.
Saunders, L, R. 5 C. P. 589.

2. Covenant in & lease that the lessors would at
sll times during the demiss maintain and keep
the main walls, main timbers, and roofs in good
sod substantial repair, order, and condition.
Held (Mazuw, B., dissenting), that an action on
the covenant could not bs brought against the
lessors without notice of the want of repairs.—
Makin v. Watkinson, L. B. 6 Ex. 26; 7 C. L. J.
N.8.128. | , o

8. A debtor assigned by deed, for the beuefit
of his creditors, al} his personsl estate to the
defondant, who executed the deed and acted



