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St8i'lg of the cheque was a circumnstance which corroborated the evidençe of

e doriee if corroboration were necessary, which they denied. We may remark

t't; has been laid down lu Ontario that our statute (R.S.O., c. 61, s. io) re-

quiring that dlaims against a deceased person's estate should be corroborated is

111erelY declaratory of what the law was before the passing of the statute (see

*eeV'or 2 1 Gr., P. 409, pcr Draper, C.J.), but this view is not borne out by the

Prfelt case, in whlch Cotton, L.J., states (p. (So) that it is not the law in Eng-

'a*1d (wvhere no sîmilar statute to our Provincial Act exists) that the Court xviii

etbiha dlaim againstthe estate of a deceased person on the evidençe of

'"'Iant alone, unless it is'corroborated. The decision of Kekewidh, J., was

therefîr affirmed. See Grecnzwood v. Crooinc, recently decided by the Divisioflal

Court Of the Chancery Division, but not yet reported.

E RF-PETUITY-REMOTENF.-SSPOSSIBILITY 
ON A POSSIBILITV-LEGAL LIMITATI-ON F ESTATE.

Wlhitby v. Mitchell, 44 Chy.D., 85, -which was an appeal from a decision of

Y' J (42 Chy.D., 494), noted ante.p. 42, reveals the: existence of a good deal

ldivrgne of opnoonaoitf real property law, viz., as to whether the

rloflaw which prohibited the limitation of a legal estate upon a double

P"liYwas or was not obsolete and superseded by the more modern rule

2glSt Perpetuities, which prohibits propertY being tied up for a longer period

ta a Ife or lives in being, and 21 years afterwards. Mm. Joshua 'Williams

fortler in his notes to Fearu, and Burton maintain that the old rule is still lu

nre, b 'ut Lewin, jarman, Tudor, and Davidson, ali take the view that it is

both ete and Lord St. Leonards himself xvas c-ted a igepesdoiin

Was ys Kay, J., adopted the opinion of Joshua Williams, and his judgment

a'ffïrmed by the Court of Appeal (Cotton, Lindley, and Lopes, L.JJ.).

ýTN&TICNESSARES-IMPLIED 
OBLIGATION TO P.rXY FOR NECESSARîr,--LB-iGTT 

EOE

lo'IJCESRE AGAINST ESTATE 0F LUNATIC. E-DBRGHIT 
EOE

Re ?hodes, Rhodes v. Rhod's, 44 Chy.D., 94, shows that the muere fact that

ciepitSsamries are supplied for the maintefiance of a lunatic, not 50 found, is not suffi-

ý11t O create an implied obligatidfl to pay for themu, but that the Court .will look

a'the circumustances, and if they lead to the conclusion that the maintenance

"'sfurnished from motives of bountY and without any intention of creating a

th the Court xviii not in such a case impute any implied contract to pay for

ITi. Iu the present case a lunatid, not s0 found, whose indomne %vas f9 6 per

Was confined from 1855- until her death"i l 88j: lu a private lunatid

q at a cost of &j a year. Hem brother receie th unat uicome

~P1dit towamds her support, and paid the mest out of his ownpkeutihs

hli1875. Aftem his death his son, who was his executor, continued to me-

2rid apply the lunatic's income in the same manner, and the deficiefldy was

90d patly by himself and partlY by his'brother and sisters. No dlaim

týVer Made in the lunatic's lifetimn3 acraist hem estate, nom did any of them

kperto have kept any accou.nt against her. Under these dircumrstandes the


