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*in the place of the defendants, who were the survivors of the original
trustees, and those appointed by the congregation in the place of those
deceaý,ed; and claimned possession of the said land, and also asked for a
declaration that they were the owners in trust for the said brethren.

Ifc/d, that the legal estate in the lands wvas vested in the defendants;
that the plaintiffs failed to prove any titie thereto, and the defendants

* were therefore entitled to retain the possession thereof; and the declaration
0,*of OWiership asked for by the plaintiffs was refused.

Ce)'nian, for plaintiffs. C'ozcpet-, for defendants.

î'CTRTH DIVISION COURT, COUNTY OF PERTH.

liarron, CO.J-] Nlarch 3o,

V. SnooL TRusT'Es SCHOOI, SECTIoN NO. 2, NORTH ELAs-rHol'E.

/~/,/Z>!ass4'wnfftt- Ordér to pay a parhtcit/ar sieil-Jnknt (/u're/n' (o
,'S.i.4M a parlicu/ar fund, showti by eorre'spondnt--1'n 1esiý,na1ed
in ,i(utliets aliter 1han t/te ord(ep-.

'l'ie p)ýaintiff sued as assignee of one Stewart of 1.n order in favour of
Stewvart frurn one Bell on the defendants for $96.45, which order was in the

olungwords: IlShakespeare, Sept. 29. $96.-45. Tlo Trustees of SS.
No. 2, North Easthope. Please pay MIr. P. Stewart the suin of ninety-
si\ ' I )Lflars, and charge to rny account. J. N. Bell."' This document
was .given to Stewart enclosed in a letter tr o.ýe of the trustees, which letter
said, intur alira, "1 will you kindly accept the enrlosed orders, and we cani
dlecltct it from rny salary to-morrow when w~e settie." This amount wvas in
fact cnniing to Bell on account of salary, and only on that account. Not-
wvithstanding notice of the above document and letter the trustees paid the
full amiount of salary to Bell, on the pretence or belief that the absence of
the ycar in the first mentioned document, absolved thein frori liability to
stewvart.

liiluRON, Co. J. :The order of September 29 is nothirig more than a
bill of exchange. It indicates no fund out of which the monvy is to be
paicl, and in fact is less in favour of the holder o« it. than was the bill of
excliange in favour of the plaintiff in the case of l/ v. Pi1ie, i7 A.R.
306,~and 1 ara bound by that authority even thoughi the fact be that there

isii this case no other fund out of which the rnoney could be paid to
Stemirt. See Bush v. Foole, 58 Miss. 5 - 3S Amn. Rep. Iro. But accom-
pinving this order or bill of exchanige is a letter in which appears the
woris al>ove quoted. It has been held that a draft payable generally,
ojperites as an equitable assignoment where an intent to assign a partieular
fund~ is shown by correspondence accompanyuig the draft. Here
the lutter says to deduct the amnount frorn salary. So that the amount
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