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ne indication or hint of intention te make a gif t of the
whole or any part to the daugliter. The trial Judge says,
" The present case is net one where the xnoney became the
proerty of the inother and datigbter jointly. It was the
xnother's, and tboughi tbe memorandum aii'thorised it being
placed in the daughter's*naine so that she could draw it, it
ren]aincd the property of the mether, the daughter's power
or rights beîng limitcd to the power te draw," and he findi
that there was ne intention on the part of the mother te
make th(; daughter part owner of, the money or to give it
to hcr by survîvorship. The money continued te belong to
the mnother and on ber dcath it became a part of her estate.
In Re Ryan, 32 0. R1. 224, the husband depositedl money
witb a saviags ceinpany and causcd an account te bc opened
in the name cf bimself and bis wife jeintly 1'te be drawn by
eitber or in the event of the death of eitbcr te be drawvn by
the survivor," and it appeared by the evidence uftcontra-
dicted that money cf the wife went into tbe account and
that both drew from it indiscriminateiy. It was there heid
that she was entitled as survivor te the wbole fund.

The present case 1 tbink is distinguishable in this that
bere ne part cf tbe daughter's moey went into the account.
The mother retained tbe deposit book. She did net auith-
orise, as far as tbe evidence siîews, a joint account; that the
mney sbould ho se piaced that ber daughter night draw
it, but it was the mother's mneny tbat site was te draw. It
is truc, tbat the daugbitcr states tbat on ber rcturn te her
motber site told ber that it was placcd te their joint ne-
count, and thec mother said it was ail right, but tbe trial
Judge bas net acccpted tbe aecuracy of bier statement in
this regard.

In 1h11 v. Juill, 8 0. L. R1. 710, the plaintiff's father
owned $400 en deposit in flie bank te bis creit. Rie pro-
cured a bank deposit receipt for titis amount, " payable te
WilFlim Hil1l, senior, and'John R. Hill1, lis son, or either,
or thec surviver." The undcrstanding between father and
son was that the money should. remain subjeet te the f ather'sM
control and disposition wlile living and that whatever
should be ieft at bis dleath should thon belong te the son.

The f athcr's request te tbe bank manager was, te fix the
money se tbat bis son John would get it when he was done
with it. The father told his son thot lie wanted Iùm, te


