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in granting it, owing to the provess not having been disclosed
to the court, but suggested that if it should become necessary to
cntoree the order, the plaintiffs could then, under proper safe-
guards agninst it bheing otherwise divulged, make known the
process to the court.

GIFT OF CHATTELS—VOID DEED—ACKNOWLEDGMENT: - VOLUNTARY
GIFT—SUBSEQUENT DELIVERY OF DEED EXECUTED BY ATTORNEY
WITHOUT SUTHORFEY BY DONOR IN PERSON-—DPASSING PRO-
VERTY.

T ve Negmonr, Ficlding v. Seymouwr (1013), 1 Ch, 475, The
simple question in this ease was whether a deed of gift which
had been executed by attorney without authority, had been sub-
sequently ratitied by the donor.  The faets were that in Febru-
ary, 1806, the deed of gift of eertain chattels was executed hy
onv Leighion in assumed exercise of a power ol attorney from
Mrs, Sevmour in favour of her daughter Miss Neymour. in
1848, Mrs, Seywmour's solieitor, smongst other business read over
the deed of gift to her, and made the following note of the in-
terview so far as it related to the deed. **Atteunding you as to
the deed of gift to Miss 8., and you desired us to retain the same
on her behalf. You would hfive a copy made of the origiual
inventory and would send us the original to keep with the deed.
And also as to the P.A, given to 3. Leighton and reminding you
that this had been prepared by Mr, Marston and had never heen
in our possession.’’ Mrs. Seymour afterwards sent the inventory
to her solicitors with a note in her own nandwriting: ** Mr.
Seymour’s catalogue with annotations of pietures and works of
art at 9 Chesterfield Gardens, now the property of Miss Sey-
mour.,”” The daughter subsequently became ins. ne, and in her
affidavit as to her property Mrs. Seyvmour did not ineclude the
articles which were the subject of the deed of gilt. By her will,
made i§1 1910, Mrs. Seymour disposed of her pietures, furniture,
ete, in trust for her daughter for life, and then for other per-
sons. She died in 1911, 1t was then discovered that the power
of attornev under which Mr, Leighton had assumed to exeente
the deed of gift was not wide enough for that purpose. Joyee,
J., held that the deed of gift had heen so acknowledged by Mrs.
Seymour, in 1898, as to be in effect a delivery of the deed hy
her, and therefore that the property in the chattels therein com-
prised had passed to the daughter; and his decision was affirmed
by the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Hardy, M.R, and Buekley,
and Hamilton, L.JJ.).




