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not being in the

readi
ading over and signing of the deposition
of the admission

Opinij
meIOn of the Court any bar to the proving
Y other means.

Dong:;\“]"s::ls caUsa—GIFT OF CHATTEL ALREADY IN POSSESSION OF DONEE-——
) OF GIFT MORTIS CAUSA.
on gl"e”; v. Moon,‘ (1896) 2 Q.B.
entitledaw relatlng to gifts mortis ¢
Londog ;0 a deposit note for 450 st
the de ank. The (.lepomt had been
that ceased had an illness, and after
ant g}’:ar the decejased handed the deposit ‘
illn;;; ying that it was for defendant’s ki'ndne%;s during her
ant's p’() ‘and. from that day the note remained in the défend-
i1, andbsgsmon. On Sc?pt. 30, 189 5 .the deceased was serlouslly
“everoih efendant paid her a visit and the decea.sed sz'ud,,’
he dzc ln‘g I p.osse.ss and the bz}nk note is for you, if I die.
by Lordela;ed dlec} in the follc‘)wmg October, and it was held
ounty ¢ ussell, (,.].., and Wl%ls, ], th‘at the Judge of ?he
that tli’e f)urt who tried tbe a.ctlon was right in his conclusion
atio mq 1'; had been Zt valid .glft- of the deposi"c note as a don-
anteced; 15 causa. The principal ground relied on was thzit
Cient 4, 1?-t delivery of ‘the note to the defendant was insuffi-
Concede Sllllpport the gift. Lord Rtlssell, however, says, “I
eneﬁtedt at there 'must be a delivery to t.he person to l?e
my uq of the Subj.ect of the donatio mortis causad; bgt in
should gment, there‘ is no reason why an antecedent delivery
to haveng)t be effective.” The case is unique, as there appears
een no previous decision on the point.

283, raises an interesting point
ausa. The deceased was
anding to her credit in a
made in 18g0. In 1893

her recovery in June of
note to the defend-

ILIABILITY TO I’ENALTY-——PRIVILEGIC.

by, (1896) 2 Q.B. 297, in-
tiffs instituted the pro-

» PRACTICE -——DISCOVERY -
‘) . *
County Counct! l)erbyslzm’ v. Der

VOlve .
Cee d‘s a point of practice. The plain
ing to obtain an order restraining the defendants from

pe;le (ting sewage to flow into a certain siver, and in aid f)f
°°Ver}ly)roceedmgs sought to examine the de.fex.mdants for dis-
Qeedin' .By the Acts under which the p%amtlff's were Ppro-
Made gllt was provided that any person disobeying an order

ereunder should be liable to a penalty of £50 aday



