
Reborts and No/es of Cases.

province of 1;ova Zcotia.

SUPREME COURT.

Full Court.] MCI)ONALD m. McDONALD. [April 7.
L)onaztio rnorlis causa- Cash in bank on délosit receipf-Deivery of receipt

ana' orders-1Ie/d gooa' assignmen/- Transfer of fund he/d to carry
in/cres- Gosts.

M. in his life tinie deposited witl, the Union Bank of Halifax the sum
of $6.ooo on deposit rcceipt numbered 2793, to be accounited for by said
bank zo said 'M. only upon production of the receipt. [)uring his last iii-

McsN. signed three orders directing the hank to pay the sun Of' $2.00

out of said deposit receipt to each of the three individuals named iii the
~,rders, and delivered the orders together with the deposit receipt to 1). M.
to lie delivered to the persons namied. 1). M. delivered one of the orders
to the wife of M., for whom it was intended, and retained the others for the
othetr parties named. On appeal froîn the judgment of tlie lcarned trial
jiiçle holding that there wvas not a good donatio mortis causa of the deposit
receipt and orders or cheques,

lt/a,4 i. Allowing the appeal %%ith costs and deterniining the issue the
other way, that the evidence snewed an intenion on the part of M. to give
the donees the fund represented by tlic deposit receipt, and that the delivery

1 the or(1ers ith the rccipt uuîîstituted an assigiocrut if the fuiid.

2. The delivery to 1). MI. for the hienefit of the thrce paruies mentioned
%vas surficient.

3- Tlhe omission on the part of NI, to make any provision for distrihui-
ton of the înterest due on the deposit wvas niercly a matter of defective

enîtimeration, and was not to tic regarded as indicating an intention on the
pa~rt of M. ont to give the deposit receipt or the stin represented l;y it.

Kusse-11/, K. C., and Ilar;ý is, K.C.. in support of appeal. floi-den, K. C..
a~nd (Yds/,o/n, contra.

FIIîl Cou)rt.]1 REx z,. BEAGAN. L .Pril 7.
(z "e/a fýipetranie Aci- Conî'iiio': - E7videlnc /o supp1- Resieaint

mpn ezie7v on i-, tior-ap-i- C(ýis.

A conviction for a violation of the Canada 'Femperance \ct was
attacked on flic ground that there was no evidence to support tîte
c'onvict ion.

1k/a' i. 'Uhere hiaving becni an adjudication b>' a tribunal having juris-
diction over the subject inatter, and no déect appeariiîg on the face of the
proceedings, that tlic Court would flot on certiorari îîuash such adjudica


