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nothing which Peterman did in reference to the play was thxe
subjeet of copyright, and that he was neither au chor, nor
joint author of it with the plaintiff-9; the Iearned .Judge

>k therefore granted the injunction.

Donati b n<rt.is caumiit-Hegisteredl victoaw bondm-Jncornplete glft-
Eutoi~-cgb~ra~1onof donete a's owner.

In re Richards Jones v. Rebreck (1921), 1 Ch. 513. lIn
this case the question was whether a gift of registered
victory bonds made in the following circumstances was a
valid donatio mortis causa. On Oct. 18, 1919, a testator
suffering from various ailments and about to undergo a
serlous operation gave two registered victory bonds of £100
each to a lady who had been his close frie.id, saying to her,
"Will you take them home and tax<e charge of them until
such time as I amn able to go to London. But if anything
happens to me you are to keep thern for yourself," The>

ýy. Ïýttestator was unable to undergo the operation and died on
V October 20, 1919. The victory bonds were registered in the

naine otf the testator and each bond expressed ail the ternis
on which the money was held and shewed the whole con-
tract between the Goverirnent and the lender. Eve, J., who
tried the action, held that there had been a good donatio
mortis causa inasmuch as there was clear evidence that the
testator intended that this lady should retain the bonds for
herseif in the event of his death and that the gift was not
conditional on his death froin any particular cause, Also
that the bonds were a good subject for such a gift and that
it was the dutý. of the executors of the testator to give effeet
thereto by executing such transfer as would enable the
donee to be registered as the owner - the'l.ase heing
governed on thîs point by In re Dillon, 44 Ch. D. 76.

For'1g jugni'n-Enorcenîntof forelga Jidgment-AtLatàon
'e )ffler airain-ut d!eensed putativ'e fiather's estate.

1. In re Macartney; Mlacfarlane v. Macartney (1921), 1 Ch.
.73 522. This was an action to enforce an affiliationx order made

in Mialta against the estate of the putative father of an
illegitimate child after his death. Astbury, J., who trieci
the action, held that the order was one that could flot be


