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get the moneyý. ý wheu he wvas gone. 11e, however, retained
the epstreceipt bi oW1 %n poss4ession, and it was found
am, g isý pa pers nt i o iiu of h.i eath. The trial .ludge

in ix n jiudgiiii-t aItitht If thie deposit receipt stood
iiexlaiied s tha il ni gh"t he t rae as ex idencing the

suh-tiîee l lie Ilîeuit i1i, lt 1kli1ntiffý conftenitionl

xnighî hosu'.îainu u thtle authoýrity or suoh cases as
Paîjue ~ ~ ~ ~ I (.)uhal( '~,1 . IL. 488. and k'e I?in (1900),

3 2 0. 11 224 Bunt lie founid as a facie ih0at t he pnrpose of
the father xiasb ticuu he,î einpl ved tIo ivake a gift
to his son in its nature testamenta;r, nnd as stoch it (ould
on~lie bc <I eltetally bv an ins-trent daly exeeted as
a will.

<It appears to me that that is the etlect of what too-k
place here, that there was no intention to tîtake a present
gift of an v part of the prolortY li t1 bunîoiH v so on deposit
to the defunda;nt, the intenîtion froîti thle mbole ex idetee
being to ;iutihorise lier, Iig bwler itiot lier's li [etinie, to
dIraw front tdie batik sneh stinis as~ tntglit be reî1uired and
t bat proitall it h vas lier iutent ion that afti-i ere deatli the
danghiter slhotld bia'e the balance. Jii cwn v. fluetter
21 0. L . 11 2 12. iU v. Ilil is distingttished-(, it lu ing held
that ini the irnstnes diselosed in the ýStehwent Cae that
the niorie * v as duiiuig the joint lives joint prop)erty with
rightf of Ouvvrhp f this the plaintiff was not able to
satisfy the trial J udge, and iipon the whole case 1 agree ini

the resuit at whieh hie arrived.
The appeal should bie dismissed with costs.
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