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the money for bis ownl purposes; but after that he ofteîî
told ber if she 'wanted it to go and get it. No doubt the
desire to get out of making a will was on1e of the muotives,
if iiot the motive, but that is the caFe iii rany eases of gifts
inter vmecs. And there can b n possible doubt that C'amp-
bell thoroughly understvod that bis daughiter had just as
înuel contiol during his lifetiime as lie liad himself.

This alone would be sufficient 10 distinguishi lJi/i v.
Mh11 (19)04), 8 0. L. Rl. 710, and even were the document in

question less clear and unambiguous would* entitie the de-
fendant to succccd. S&hwent v. Boetter (1910), 21 O. L.
I. 112, is well deeided (althougl il is iny own decision).
But the present case is îîiuch stronger ini that there is an
express contract inaking tlîis iiioney joint property. No
paroi evidence can modify flic chicot of this document.

Thbe &ppeal should lic alovdgonerally and the action
disiifed.

'J'îe suin cf $500 was with<lrawn by the deeeased a short
tîinie 1)efore biis dtland ivas dclivered o tlie defendant.

Sone eidece iisgiven at the trial, but the matter was
flot flily inve41tigated; there was nothing ini the pleadïngs
about it; andl while we dismis-s tie action, we reserve to
flic plaiintifY tlie riglit to briîig ani action she înay be ad-

isc nîi rwcpt of tlic five bundrcd dollars.
As to eos(s, 1 eau sec rio good reason for taking this

ease ont of t11w nca ritle. and 1 think flic plaintiff must
pay eosts of netioli andýC appeal.

I, have iissuîîîd fihat the plaiîîtiff bias tlic riglît to sue,
since tlie i1efoifdanit i, herself admîistratrix. Ililliard v.
Biffe (1871), L. l?. 7 Il. 1d. 39, ni p. 44, and other cases
con8fidered fiii we v. Pik(1902), 15 O. L. IR. 19, at
p. 24.


