The Canady I.av Journal, . povrus?

What might be the law in 5 Case where there was no certificate of OWH¢™ 1o

to the seller, or enquiry as above but i ner
: J mere re d own€
sells and transfers, is by no meansg € gistry of the suppose edr.

, ntiod
Lord Bramwell seemed to considersz:gl?:t:y ilfl ?asr(:lli: a:: , hel:;-ft:; rZzuivﬁll‘*nt
to ahceréiﬁc':ate of ownership in him so-far as jthe matter 0(;\’*']055 to his V¢ fof
gllfer;nify.ln auestion on- claim by such vendee against the corporatlon ‘
Hart v. Frontino and the Bahia cages?below fhow the safety of a pur chasf:;
.who buy§ and pays on the faith of a Certiﬁz:ate of ownership to gis vendof; © i
information er0 m a duly authorizeq official of the cor or t'p that the ver
owner. Hart's case, Hari v. rontino, L.R. 5, Ex Inp vas o in which (0%
it shortly) the plaintiff had bought and paid f,or silare y wiljs recei ed a duly ex‘ﬂ
cuted trag sfer and a certificate to his vendor, but neithesr ;2 m:: ‘t:;levsellef was! eY
:rlecg;lsltz;ethzssﬁmzr;v}li‘he seller was afterwards registereq qod compelled 0
feree and got a ce;-;iﬁc:: ec’r}the pla m.tiff purchaser had’himself registered as tra A
title of the seller o™ edo oWnership, and then repaid the seller the calls- ¢
purchaser for tho . a; f. th—i.}:li :rc:;rt h;:]d t%leécorporation liable to th}:3 I;:;?,nd :
. € Judgment was based on the e
n the faith of having been entered
. ngxbef’nlrgiven a certificate of owner

put

ary wrote to the o%

eenyleft, but, receiving no reply, he regist®’

of the transferees on

It was held that those certificate®

and that a purchase, had t}sltaltemet?t by the corporatiop that they were entitl‘ed,

could not deny hijg claim an; n;, havmg acted on that Certificate, the corporatlo
) , e )

w}."(.:h were ordered to be restorec;v ::,sn e?l:ltled to damages for loss of the Shatbe

original owner. The court in giving judg

acting on faith, of it; th

€ registry books in the name .of
ment based it entirely on the giving
€ court did not rely op the registry»

f




