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- - PititCIPtl. AND MIENT-ECX10,S 0V AI)-rHlok-rV OF AGENT-LiAliIMTY OF P'RINCIPAL.

-AUTHORI-rY TO PLYXG)1F XD1FFI FOR A IlA'ArtCUI.,R S.Ubi -FORGrI nu-
I)RMPT!ON.

Brocklesby v. Teikperance Building Society, (1893> 3 Ch. 130,
was an action for redemption Nvhich turned tipon the question as to

* how far the plaintiff was liable for the act of his agent, who had
exceeded his authority. The agent in question wvas the plaintiff's
son, who had been entrusted by the plaintiff with certain titie
deeds which he wvas authorized to piedge \vith a certain bank for
the purpose of raising a Ioan of £-225o. The son pledged the
deeds with another bank than that nameçl for a much larger surn
than £2250. Part of the surn thus raised lie applied for his
father's use or paid to hiirn, and the rest he kept for his own use.
Subsequently he induced the defendants to advance a still larger
sum, ont of wnrih he paid the bank the stini previonsl\y procured,
and kept the rest foi bis own use. The son, to secure this ad-
vance bv the defendants, deposited the titie deeds with tlw.rn, anti
also a coiveyan ce of the propertv covered thereby, purporting to
be made by' the plaintiff, but which %vus, in fact, a forgery. The
defendants had no notice of the fraud of the son, who subsequently*
absconded. The plaintiff claiiec the right to redeeni the titie
deetis on payînent of £2250 which he hati authorîzed to lie bor-
rowed ,but the Court of Appeal (L.indle\,, Lopes, and Smith, L.JJ -)
agreeti %vith Wright, J., that the plaintiff, having placed the deeds
in his son's hands, could iiot redeern theru witliout paying the
whole suin which the defecndants had advanced uponi the security
of the deetis, notwvithstanding that the son hati exceeded his

authority in raising more nioney than he w-as instruicted to raise,
and hud effected bis purpose by forgery. The principle upon

which the Court of Appeal proceeded n1ay Lie gathered froni the
following passage frorn the judgment of 1,indley, L.J. "A legal

Sof deeds who entrusts theni, or the control of thern, to an

agent, in order that ho rna' i-aise rnoîieY on theni, cannot, in
equity, at ail events, recover thern froni a person who lias bond

fi de advanced nioney on thern, without notice of .,,tything wrong?
except upon the termns of pa)-ing %v-hat that person ha-, advanced

on the security of the deeds handed over to him."
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