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from questioning the
holder:” Williams V.

OWner .
title May estop himself by conduct and representation

4 transferee, who honestly takes from a dishonest
ank, 38 Chy.D. 399.
Stock ;. late case, Byartonjgv? North Stafford Railway Company, 38 Chy Iix :(ff_’
torg aln the Company stood registered in the names of two who were ;‘; N
Solg Nd trustees; one forged the name of the other to transfers, sngn; t nsfer;
Were € Stock, received and misappropriated the proceeds of sale. The r'ated o
the registered by the Company. Afterwards a new co-trustee was app‘;mdants
sh()up A€ of the forger. The claim of the plaintiffs was that the defen ants
a5 b, < 'IState them in like stock to that sold. It wa's'held that theéran fo
shOuldweerl the plaintiffs and the Company were nullities; that the 0”;1P0nz
ey CRISter the old and new trustees as joint owners; and that.thoutg 1
in th,esCUtor might make a valid transfer of a chattel, yet that rule dlld n(;)) a’P}PhZ
Tights €8¢, which was governed by the Companies’ Clauses Act '(Engbaltl - orved
for § E;:labilities of the purchasers of the S‘tock wel:]re no'tt determined butre
consideratj ade parties to the suit. . _
his € result of the ::g:ets}::utihthr: abOSe is that the real owner is not deprlve?V:_f
lent i Ck by transfer on a forgery, and can compel its replacemeqt or an eql;1 v
fﬂci]ita Value, unless he has been, as above alluded to, so.neghgent as to o
i ¢ e forgery, or by his conduct and representations have estopp

Im . . s,
velf, as between himself and the corporation, from denying its validity ; that

the
u g e
afld}; "chaser a5 from him is to suffer the loss, though registered as transfere

tiop o € Owner, instead of proceeding against the purchaser and the cor;;orz;
the oo, ¢ reinstated as to the stock, obtain equivalent in value as damages hrow
ever ‘Poration, the purchaser must indemnify it. The corporation may, o

the ¢y, U1 i i i nity; or,
if th 8uilty of guch negligence as to preclude it from claim to indemnity o
the true owner reinstated, to suthce

to pe. - 2Sfer be de lled and

e v creed to be cancelled < ]
Shb;l er the corporation liable in damages for their value to the purchaser; se;
thoge g’ Blackuel;, supra ; and the remarks above of Cotton, L.]., thereon; an

l"‘Ckburn, . : in Societe v. Walker.
of o >t take the cals‘ejc;’fix‘;? ::) ;ll?;zhaser under a forged transfer or power,
d“Cin aving from some other cause NO title, but register?d as owner andhpro-
Whe ga Certificate of ownership from the corporation, selling to 2 sub-(mrc asat'
beqy tecomes registered as owner. In this case it seems the col"poratl?n mus
briy, e loss ; Certainly where by the terms of its charter the certificate 1s madg
Elacze evidence of ownership—and must indemnify the sub-purchaser, an
Sibly, ®the name of the original true owner on the registry as owner, or I;O?'
W011](1;1 ®Mnify the owner and leave the shares to the sub-purcha§er. An hlt
Selle, -V that thig would equally be sO though there were no certificate t? the
Durc},’a € Purchaser before transfer were perfected and before pa.yment of t ef
the orse Money should on enquiry be informed by a duly authorized ofﬁcer o
Unlegg :) Oration that the seller was owner, such officer being also then t.old that‘
the € answer were in the affirmative the transfer would not be carried out;

n .
Bahiaa::re of the transaction should also be mentioned; per LUSh’d Jos ‘g ;hke
Pap Blakze €reafter referred to (p- 593) and see below Cook v. Canadian ank,

) -C., 2b Chy. I.
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