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I'he.e authorities make it clear that a fuUi week should have
,sed between the dates of any two insertions, that is, t1iat thie
s of publication must, in the calculation of the w-eek, be
uded.
[n another respect als the sale was irregular. The agree-
it provided that the defendant Grice should. first realise on
500 shares owned and held by him; seco)ndly, on the 500

,e transferred to him as security; and, thirdily, on the 100
"u; but the sale attempted to be made by Grice to Naylor was

h.e second 5l00 shares before a sale of the first 500 shares hiad
i effeeted1. Down to the time of action the first 500 shares hiad
been sold.
[t lias been contended that the defendant Naylor is a pur-
ser for value without notice, and Îa not affected by any
guIarities in the inanner of exercising the power or con-
tlng Ille sale.
I think lie cannot thus protect himseif or uphiold the sale.
made his offer of $100 to Grice's solicitor, whio, aeting for

ce, had issued the advertisements for tenders and who wýas
ducting the sale proceedings. This saine solicitor aceted for
rior lu the transaction and prepared for himu the offer of
0, and Naylur left with hix or paid hlm the $100 o«fered,
eh at the timeé of the trial had not been paid to Grrice.
Naylor 's solicitor had full knowl-edge of the( requiremients of
power of sale, and was famniliar with the sale proceedinigs.
s olicitor's knowledge wus Naylor's knowledge, and ie cau-
miccefully contend that; le was not affected and bound

it.
]vewn in a case where a power of sale is se framned as to re-

re the. purchaseIr from ail obligation to miake iniquiries, yet,
1e. circumaitances whîcli put lu question the proprietY of the
- are hrought to bis knowledge, and hie purehases withi that
>wIedge, lie becomnes a party to the transaction which i. ii
isbed: Jenkins v. Joiies, 2 Giff. 99, at pl). 108-9.

Teeare other reasonen, teeo, whîohi lead to the conclusion thiat
sal cannot bc uphield.

Naylor's evidence shews that lie knew practieally nothlnig
int the defendant company, that hie knew nothing about its
ets its contracta or its operations, and lie says that the de-
dantGrice told hlmi tliat its stock was of little value.
Naylor's occupation was that of a plasterer, xorking at hie
de for other people. He liad neyer before been engaged
trnation of this nature. Hie brother-in-law, Lawsou, Was

i..'la representative on the board of direetors of the defendant
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