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was noV open Vo question. This note was for £400 made b;
manager of the National Bank, whereby thé bank acknowlE
to hold that iium as moneys of the donor.

[Reference to Hewitt v. Kaye, L.R. 6 Eq. 200; In re 1
mont, [1902] 1 Ch. 894;, Halsbary 's Laws of England, vo-
p. 432 (e) ; IRe Dillon, 44 ýCh. D. 76; Re Veston, [1902]
680; IRe Andrews, [1902] 2 Ch. 396.1

ý The particular pass-books delivered by the deeeased t(
defendant have flot been put in evidenee. One reeeived by
froxu the Sterling Banký in the savings department has
proved, and 1 xnay assume that the saine forra was used fo
other aceount with the deeeased. The printed regulatio,
eontains shew that inteiest will be allowed on the monthly
ance, and that the passi-hook ishould bc presented when
business is transacted, but that a -cheque will be paid, wii
the paâs-book, if it bears the nuumber of the account and is
perly signed. The testator's eheque did not indicate the
ber of the account, and for the payment of this cheque the
duction of the pass-book was essential. The-se ternis as to i
est and paymient of the niumbered a.ccount are essential ti
proof of the eontract, and Vhis pass-book with these ternis t
in was delivered with the cheque. This would, therefore, ac
ing to the decisions be a document capable of heing madi
subjeet of a donatio inortis causa: Bruce v. Toronto Gle
Trusts, 32 O.R. 319.

Now thxe decisions 1 have quoted are ail to this effeet, tha
gif t of! a banker's deposit note or pass-book with the view ol
ing Vo thxe doxiee the whole suni seeured by it is a valid doi
But wvhen the intention is to give, flot the wlxole suxu depoý
but only a part, and that part is indicated by some lesser

in ft Phoniipft an t1v lurnke-r signed 1w the donor. v
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