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What might be the law inl a case where there was no certificate Ofoto the seller, or enquiry as above, but rnere registry of the supposed OWneseils and transfers, is by no 'neans SQ la.I ats ae eefe 0eIItl tmight. be in' questio bhee fe ienLord Bramwell seemed to consider reitr f ele a wnrato a certificate of o wvnership 

dnh m 5 a s t e ' a t r o o s t i e sfoindemnity. car ysc ene gis h oprtO1
Hart v. Frontino and the B3ahia cases:ýbeîow Fh0w the safety of a Purcha owho buys and pays on the faith of a certificate of ownership to his vendor, r

information fro'n a duly authorjzed official of the corporation that the veOdo utowner. Hart's case, Hart v. Frontino, Lp.5 X I. wsoei hit shortly) the plaint iff had bought and paid for shares and received a dt'lY tecuted transfer and a certificate to his vendor, but neither he nor the ,eller d tOregistered as owner. The seller was afterwards registered and compelledta caîl on the shares, whereon the pla intiff purchase ha' i î reitered as transferee and got a certificate of ownership, and then repaid the seller the call,5 la 0tifgtitle of the seller was bad. Th court held the*corporation hiable to the Pll ,d
purchaser for the value of the shares. The ju dg'nt was based oni the PO the
of the plaintiff having repaid the calion the faith of having been entered bYcorporation as owner, and of bis having£been*-give etfct fO'e-hpMr. Baron Brarnweîl seemned to Consider registry as important as a certIficate 1the question of loss, but he based his judgment on the ground above. tr'

In re B3 ahia and San Francisco Railwva> ComPany, L.R. 9Q.B 584, the reg' hserd
owner left ber share certificate Withlher broker, who forged a transfer froflneç
and left it with the secretary for registry. The secretary wrote to the. Oret
notifying her that a transfer had been left, but, receiving no reply, he registe ,fi
the transfer and placed the namies of the transferees on the books and gave te
a certificate of ownership. The transferees sold the shares, and the ore,5fbecame registered as owners, and paid on the faith of the registry of tb eir vefldras Owners and of the certificate to them. It was held thttoe>etfc .tthe vendors a'nounted to a staterent by the corporation that they were entiteand that a purchaser fro'n the'n having acted on that certificate, the corprtioocould not deny his dlaim, and he was entitled to damages for loss f the hr
which were ordered to be restored on, the regist,.y books in the name f the
original owner. The court in giving judgmet based it entireîy on the givin9t Ô
certificate and the acting on faith of it ; the court did not rely on the registrY 'dtheir not doing so appeared to Lord I3ramwell as singular. 

st
It will be observed that whiîst as above stated, a purchaser is safe aSe

inde'nnity by the corporation when buying on the faith of its certificateý or if te
answer to his enquiry is that hs vendor is registered owner, since then he le' Say
that he bought on the faith of such statement, and so is witbin the princlP .ôd
Which the Hart and Bahia cases were decided, yet bis positio ssiîudcweWithout any such certificate or enquiry, he becomes registered transfere
fro'n, and pays to, one having no titie, though registered as owner, andalpam~obtains a certificate Of Ownership. In such case he cannot saly


