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at auction to the v'endor Handman. The purchaser objected that
the lease was void, and Buckley, J. so held, and the Court of
Appeal (Williams, Stirling, and Cozens-Hardy, 1.JJ.) cz.;i- to thefconclusion, that even if the learr were only voidable, the titie a
such as ought not to be forced on an unwilling purchaser, because'4;.it depended on the fact whether the vendor Handiran had
purchased without notice of the defect in title.
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afflrmed the decision of Kek-ewich, J. (z9oî) i Ch. 652 (noted ante

vo.37, P- 453)- The contest, it may be remembered, was one
between two innocent parties as to which %vas to bear the loss
occasioned by the forgery of a third party. The Bank of England

ihad in pursuance of a povcr of attorney r-urported to be given by
tivo îîcrsons in favour of one Starkey, transferred certain consols
standing Mn the name of the persons named as donors of thelitpower. It turned out afterwards that one of the donors had
forg2d the other's name, and the bank were compelledi to replace

the stock. The forgery wvas unknown to Starkey, who acted in
good faîth ; but it was held that he must be takcn to have

I w3arranted the genuineness of the power under which he assumed
ï to act, and was therefore bound to indemnify the bank against the

ioss. The moral of the case therefore is, that where a person
undertakes to act under a power of attorney, he should first take
steps to assure himseif of the genuineness of the power, or he may
run the consequence of his ncglect to do so.
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ACT, t842 (5 & 6 VicT., c. 45), s. 15.

V ~ Ke/ly's Directories v. Gavin (1902) 1 Ch. 631. This was an
action to restrain the infringement of a copyright The part of
the work containing the infringement was actually printed for the
defendant Garrie by a third person, but the whole work purpo.ted
on the title page to be printed by the defendants, the Lloyds.
Byrnc, J. held that the Lloyds ivere flot liable, (1901i) i Ch. 374

ýîî (notcd arite Vol. 37, P. 300), and the Court of Appeal (Williams,
Stirling, and Cozcnis-Hardy, L.JJ.) have nowv afirrned his decision.


