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the shares to him, and the bank to cancel the transfer." No cases are ,ht the
to. In Ibrinq on Joint Stock Compinies (5 ed. 1889, p. 151), it is said t.h
purchaser under a forged power, to whom even a certificate of ownersh"P ,ed
issued, has no dlaim to indemnity for loss, as he is to be taken as haviflg aCt &
on the faith of the transfèe flot of the certificate. See also Barton V. Ono V
Norîth.Wester,, Railway ConPany, 38 Chy.D. 144 hereafter referred to .sio,Rank Of England, 14 Sim. 475; Taylor v. Midland Railway Co., 28 13ea* .Ca
Midland Railway GJo. v. Taylor, in 

yp. 8 .L a 'i isv nl- fterCo., 5 Q.B.D. Waterhouse v. London P& Sot-etr Railway Co., herlflreferred to, is a strong case, showing that the loss must fail on the purchsrd 1
the mere fact of his buying under a forged power or transfer, though Otilgregistry and certîficate to hirfself. 

ef yThere are cases wherein the coducd~t of the owner of stock or other ProP o

may be of such a character, by neglignc or otherwise, as'to preclud ietransfer. Thus where a duStomer of a bank in drawing a cheque had i eft sfi
cient space in it to enable the forger to fill in the words Ilthree hundred Wnd'n the body, and to add the figure 3 before the other figures, and the bank Wit-
out negligence on its part paid the cheque as altered, it was held to yo stch
negligençe of the customer as to disentitle him te ý,xier from the bank; flov. Gro e, 4 Bing., 45 .The negligence must be Il i or immediately donnected with the transfe'
itself " (per Parke B., in Governo,. of Bank of Ireland v. Trustees of Charitses9 511L. Ca. 410), and flot remnotely connfected with the act of transfer. In thte5
the Trustees (a corporate body) allowed thidertayteacthi 

oprsea inei hisear 
tosssoo 

hev frauduîentîy 
n

seal n hi posessili, e frudulntlyaffixed 
it to Powers of attorney,an 

l

them sold out stock of the Trustees in their name in the Bank. it was h eid there
'vas no such negiigence as Ilalone would warrant a jury in finding that the lr'5
tees were -disentitled t(> insist or the transfer being void." See also Waterh dv. London & S. W. Ry. Co., hereafter rfre o;adMchnsvBnkof 

l'ngiat
56 L.T. N-S. 665. Waterhouse 

v. London & S. W.?v. CO- 41 L.T. N..
5 5 3 e the

xvherein the confidential clerk of C. obtai ned the key of the box in which was kept b
cerifiateby defendants of C., being owner of shares in their CompalY' the

forged a transfer which was acted on by the Company, who transferred th
defendant and gave him a certificate of ownership; the clerk received the pUrchase
money on the transfer. The defendant sought to bring himself within the Case OfHar v.Frntioehereinafter referred to, oni the ground that, relying on the certib'
cate being true he %v' Ls prejudiced in flot purs uing a rernedy, under the Stock ex'
change Rules, against the agent selling broker; he did flot reiy on any PaYr" tO
the purchase rnoncy on faith of the certificate. The judIge fouad he a
prejudiced by the giving of the certificate, and that C . was flot preci deô by~
any negligence on his part fromn his right to the stock, and the defendants wr
flot liable to the plaintiff who had to suifer the loss flotwithstanding the certî0 "
date granted to him. Lt does not appear that any directions were givefi es tsurrender of the certilicate. A.,,i, in the language of Cairns, L.C., "h


