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painy, unider secr. 121 of the omane Act. 1.S.0. 1914 ch. 178.
to 0eis 1, -)0() >1iaru in thef naine of Ill i laint if.

The apjwal was huar( 1) '~î'n \-i ( HEJ.( ',M CARN
MAGEE, ll 111N, ai l'ERGISN JJw-'.A.

W. Lïa\%law K.. for ilic appellants>.
P. White, K.(.'., for the defendant ré1-jy. riimden1î

The judgxnent of the Couýrt. wàs read 1wIODIs . \-. \\do
said thut thie trial Judge had hld thut th(, ipitel.iiit> weure ii(,, it
owners of thle -shares; thiat;i t ' we%(re illegally i'dd;anld tha l the1 1
appellants;, liaNig lîad notice of this, did flot corne 1111('ur
with c1ean handi(s.

AfSter ani exmttof the evilenee, file learîîegd Ju.ieof
Appewal sa:id th lic w h.reýS were paid-up, -ind tiý 1hathrc ý%v no
irregularity or- illigalliîv hat lie could sut- affeing their issue.ý

The jujdgment1) Ili apeLoweývu1, ru>01d als.o uponýi the groundi(
that the appellans hiad no locus standi, ihi lwx wer net. flic
owners of thle slîares, and that <înly thle ruaýi1(\ wr coutl be re-
gistered. The judgment upon the issue derlared , 1- the appel-
lants were flot entîtled to the transfer of dtiiee shares fronitheb
namre of Gooderham to the name of flth ellns

The evidence disclosed that, one Bilsky liaving asked ulie
appellant's, as brokers, to seli Shanrork stoek, tlîev did iniip
temiber, 1916, seli for hlm 1,500 sharesý. Tl!ese( were unidenitifiedl.
The appellants were paîd for tlîem, andl then paid ilkwho)
handed them the certificates for the' shares now in q~uisiin, ffli-
dorsed by one Gooderhamn (in wvhose favour beyu wure- issued>
ini blank. The appellants entered tlîir nme oii then :u t rails-
ferees, and then applied for registration. Tlîjs waýs refusud, aii
the appellants borrowed stock, miadle delivroi- ( lt-e purchaser,
and said that they were the 1iolder, of thev {ertifleates and de-sir-d
regi.stration. No one tlisputud thuir iill .avo l riepodt
company.

Under sec. 54 of the Companies Aet, every shareholder- i-, 4,n-
titled to a certifleate, which, by tib-sf>(. (2), is prima facie v-
denve of his tîtle to the slîarvs mient ioned ini it.

Reference ta Smith v. Roger, (1899), 30 0.11. 256, 259; (aie
man v. WVaghorii (1908). 41 S,..88, 97.

The, respondent companyv had no right to refuse thv trausfer
ini the vircunistances here: lie Dominion. Oji Co. (1903), 2 (..1
826; lie Panton and Cramp Steel Co. (1904), 9 0.L.R. 3; Rie
Good and Jacob Y. Shantz Son & Co. Limited (1910), 21 0.1-1t.
153.

No by-laws of the company affecting the matter were alleged


