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iu cash, $150 eaeh, and that she saw receipts to lier husbazid
these suins. It îs perfectly truc that the plaintiff's evid01104
not upon the whole clear and satisfaetory as to the wording
the releases or of the receipts. She says the husbands of the.
fendants also signed the receipts, and lu this she la flatly <

tradicted by the husbands. That papers purportiug to be
leases wore iu existence la clear, and the defeudauts admit si
ing sueli. These releases have not been produced. Why? 1
open to suspicion that the papers lu the grip came into thie
session of some person or persons hostile to the plaintiff. 1
also open te suspicion that somne one in the interest o! the. pl,
tiff may have foid these, and lias not produeed them.

1 must assume that these releases, which the defendants
mit signing and delivering te the deeeased, were complet.
struments and intended te completely release their brother f
the charge created by the will. If tiiey iutended te look to
te give them a note,, or to rely upon lus promise to psy, 1
eould do se. Giving a release would bo a good consîderation
the. promise, but would net eut clown the release itself. If
plaintiff 1usd net sccu the. releasea, but was obliged to rely wh
upon the admission of the. defendant5, then the admission w<

require to e hotsiwu as wholly eue st>temept, and should ho
cepted without corroboration.

Inu tis euse, however, it la different. Releases are pro
The defendanta admit execution, but lu explamation ssy
they were conditionally given-that they were ouly given!f

pup suad tbhat they were uot required for the purpose nai
1tikthe. explanation as agaluat the deceaaed requires cc

boration, and the~ evidence of eseli husbanId as to hi. wife
mot co*iroborate the. $te upon thie materialI point as te th(

It is imposibl te, say that Nichelas Garlafld did net, i

ing upQl the8 reI.asez, do sçeuetbiug in dealiug witb
lfhh.r's estate that he would not have doue bad the. releasea


