
by him wilI he appointed the. donée is executor. Ditd t

reiept? It wus contended that the depâi&it râceipt was nôt a
negt)tiab.le instr ument, and not t=isferable, and thatt the. orcler 10
pay the donorÂ son was equtvalent to a. cheque, and was rcvoI«,q
by the donor's death ; and that as no notiée had keen given u,
bank before the father's death, therefore it was the case 1f n1
incotuplete girt which equity will flot assist. Iiyrney j., fwýýev
decided in f.awor of tii. validity c4 tiie gift. The order tcO paIý 1,
held, constituted a good equitable asssignmnent, and was flotr &

by the fatherý'. death. Notie to the batik, he held, was -î
nccessary to protect the donoe, againàt other claimnants, .
ot:issin clîd not render the gift incomplete Tiie true tes-, f
deterffinin- whether the gift was cotmplete, h. says, is h
anything i-rains to be donc bv the clenur tu perfect the gift.
thought the appeintrnent cif the donce as executor coiplet&
title, and loft nothing tu be done.

le' Mi Tk>mn.s ýi M59 Q.11 4Ct, il sherjif contenticd that u
ani executioni against goixis was dvlivered to humi, and tbcfný, 0î
the ex.eutiin tichtvir bcarn butïilrutïlt and tie ffficial fCU,
ini bankrttltc)y tuol<poct u of the gt-o-ds seized, the ýt;0 ù
neverthIvsi entîicd to putndage. l'le Court of Ap,,0
el.indlev, M. R,, and IZilgi» and Williame, L.j;.howevtr. i-. 0

wixh the lJVivmEdna Court ý\VriAht and tinr1iîIIu, 1S.t Il
thtinstich a ca.sc, there having lxen no -sale, the riglit to poundA.â-

did flot ari.%e.

putid btreaeh. The 14ce werc n ls ~ hict. plaint~iTf i.
lAniord of cvrtain pm~ii.w, a4nd ditrained fr vent in armrr~
did eveything requ!mWdtn for impowdhtqg the. gn-ods nxi thù . en: di

prmdPes withi the trîeahiug of 1 Gec a. cý le, And a a,
*s I-i pImu. Oh .1iatutday night thi% rnn le-t u

pttt. me and~ JIk i vtït -uttn gotil tk ~iwif Mio*id1Y. fI in
MQ&DÛntMe thÊ defdmit, wbo wa~s. %ha tràe owner of the gni>'


