
f $1,2î5, he expiained it by saying the nine a> not re-
ýived on the 3Oth April, 1883, but was iiiade'iup of several
,ralier payments made by him as executor of hi., fa.ther to
is sister Mrs. Hinton, in her lifetirne, in thek vear 188,2.
lie Master has not given effect to that evideunce, andi lias
iarged the appellant with the item, on the grun hat lus
,idence -was in respect of a inatteýr ouuurring befor, t0w
cath o! the deceased, and was not cortrob)oraittd as requiired
y R1. S. 0. ch. 73, sec. 10. The learned Ch ii-utice lias
pheld the decision o! the Master. !

1 arni, with great respect, of oipinion that thie Master's
iling on the question o! corroboration is wronig, ani cannot

supported. The question before liiti was wlitIher the
>pollanit had reccived the sumn in quustion on tho 30th April,
ý83, or at any time after Mr.Iliintoii's iiath. 1If liv did,

,was chargeable, but nlot otlirwiso. To iuy ' mmid, the
atter is too plain for argument. Tlie respond1ents say to the
[ectitor: "I ou reeeived thi ,suini of $1,200 or $1,275 on
about the 30th April, 1883, or at ail vents soine tixnie after

rs. 1'linton's death, and after y ou beane ir execuýitor;
id thiat is apparent front your- own1 adissioni in yur ac-

it led iii Armstroing v. Perkis." Mie answeýrs that by
denial. le says: "That admiiission reurexplan1ation

id qualification. 1 did flot recýeivu it on t1w 3oth April,
S8;3, or after niy sister's, deatli at ali. it was the aggregate

suveral s-ums whviceh 1, as in 'y father'sý excaor aid to m11
ster in lier lifetiînc, and 1 dýai1iwd and[ obtainud crdtfor
ieni as îny fathevr's executor, wieh i 1was entitled to (Io."

was not correct to say inIilis accouint that the item had been
dd( to thie estate o! Victoria Elýizabeth flinton, or fo linii-
If as livr executor, inisteadI of sayving it hiad been paidi to lier
lier lifetimle. But thev important inatter at that timew wasý

gtcredit for it with his fatlier's estate as a paym iient by
in on accounit of Ilis sister'sý shiare. Whelither it was paid in
ýr Jifetimie or shortly afterwards4 was immnaterial, and the
ror was not an umnatural one to commit iii preparing the
coits atter Mrs. Ilinton's death. The matter in question
fore the Master was, therefore, in ni y opinion, clearl*ý iy no
"I atter occurring before the death ' of Mrs. R1inton, and
not one requiring corroboration imdaclr the statute. Thtis

ýîn must be referred back to the Master for reconsideration
d1 determnination.
The second groilndf o! appeal is the flnding, o! the Master,
which the Chiie! Justice expressed no opinion, thiat theý
vie y Mrs. M.IcGjillivray of certain land to the appellant,

tha direction for the paynient out o! lier personal estate.
teincuxnbrance thiereon, was mnade to himk in bis, character


