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RECORDS 0F DEEDS ' WHEN NovîcE AND 0F WHAI.
Prost v. Beckman.* He held that the regis- so far as he is concerned the land is unencUlfl-trY is notice of itseIf, and no more, and that bered. If he finds a conveyance, he goes n0the purchaser is flot to be charged witb notice further ; he neyer institutes an inquiry to findof the Contents of the rnortgage any furtber whether the deed, is correctîy recorded, or thethan they may be containe-l ini the registry. contents literally. transcribed. Indeed, to at-The purchaser îs flot bound to attend to the tempt to prosecute such a search would becorrectness of the register. Lt is the business idie and Ilaoy **Hr nof the mortgagee; and, if a mistake occurs uncertain would be the fate of subsequenitto bis préjudice, the consequences of it lie purchasers, if they could flot rely upon thebetween him and the clerk, and flot between records, but must be made under the fleces-hlm and the bona fide purchaser. "The reg- sity, before they act, of tracing up the orig-istry is intended as the correct and sufficient inal deed to see that it is properîy recorde4.source of information; and it would be a The statute says that when the deed is certi-doctrine productive of immense m ischief to fied and recorded, it shall impart notice Ofoblige the purchaser to look at bis peril to the the contents from the time of filing. Cer-contents of every mort'gage, and be bound by tainly, but this is t'O be understood in thetbem, when different from the contents as de- sense thiat the deed is rigbtly recorded, atdclared in the registry. The registry migbt the contents correctly spread upon the record,prove only a snare to the purchaser, and no It neyer was intended to imupose upon theperson could be safe in bis purchase without purchaser the burden of entering irito a longhunting out and inspecting the original mort- and tabourjous search to find out wbether thegage, a task of great toil and difficulty. I recorder had faithfully pefformed bis dut>'."am satisfied that this was not the intention, This was a case where a mortgage for $4010
as it certainly is flot the sound policy of the was recorded as one for $200 onîy. Lt bas
statute." This ruling bas been generaîîy fol- been, bowever, beld contra, that a Party per-lowed. t In Terrei v. Andrew C'ounty, tbte formis bis duty by leaving bis deed for recordcourt say, "lit is contended bere on bebaif of witb the proper officer, and thé mistake orthe county that, according to. our statute, faults of the oficer do not affect bis right*when a person files with the recorder an in- In tbis case £here was a strong supco thatstrument, -it imparts notice of its real conl- the record had been tamperedý with, and it
tents to ail subsequent purchasers, regardless was beld that the certificate of the recorderof any mistake that the recorder may commit was proof that the deed bad been recorded.in placing it on record." .* * * * "Ac- So in Alabama under a statute making a con'-cording to the literai interpretation of the veyance oberative as a record fromn the time
section, no notice is imnparted tilt the instru- it was left for rejistration, beld that a mort-
ment is actuatly' placed on record, and then gage was a- valid lien for the whole amoi.iit,it relates back to the time of filing. It was, tbougb incorrectly eod frasilrno doubt, the intenticn of thé legislature to sum.f riore fo nýlgive a person filing an instrument or convey-' Lt is held that the record of a dêed is notice>ance ail the benefit of bis diligence, and wbenhe deposits the sanie ;vith the recorder and wbetber indexed or flot.:t In Sawyer v. Ad-bas it placed on file, ne bas done ail that he amj, tbe town clerk copied a deed delivered'can do, and bas compiied witb the .euie to bim for record on a book wbich bad ceasedments of tbe law. From that time it will givet'eabofr crdnfranuMerffuît notice to al] subsequent purchasr n years, adfrteproeo ocamn

ex~~tîonand fraud, did not insert tbe names ini the in-of tities, first searches tbe records ; and, if dex.o v.-I heid er tb dee stno i ec rde n'
be finds notbing there, be looks to see if any Biho v.i Scaer a oitnctiQnr the df
instruments are fiied and flot recorded. If betwenticaeadoe heeheednoptbing is found, and be bas no actual nlotice, was regularîy spread upon the record, but* i Jhn. h. 28. -. simply flot indexed; the, Court quoting fron't Sanger v. Lra*ne, 10vt VL5rJnig v. If vo,?, 20 eekvWai,,'9I.48..vncj 
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