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LEINiOX, J. (after setting out the f acts) :-The defend
admits that lie borrwed $650 frein lis mother, but says h.
flot to psy interest, and that lie re-paid, and over-paid,
mnoney to the deceased.

The evidence shows tia~t on the date in question there
$700 drawn fromi the deeeased's bank accoun.t; and the de:
dant admita thiat lie drew ont Vhs money. But tlie defend
says lie gave his miother $50 out of that amount, or out of mo
lie had on haud, te saine evening.* Ris wife gives soine evidE
upon this point, too; and altliough, as I shall mention laVe
place no great reliance upon the evidence of the defendani
his wife, yet the plaintiff must establisli tlie 1an; and 1 eai
say tliat 1 ain satisfled that it wus for more titan $650.
defendant i8 noV it titis point giving evidence of repaymei
hae and his wife are sliewing that only $650 was ýborrowed

After oareftil eonsidleration of the cireumstance(s and e
ence, I have come Vo te conclusion that the defendant agi
Vo puy interest; and 1 sllow înterest at five per ceutuin
annau. As between strangers a loan imnports payxnent of1

erest, and, in view of tlie very limited means of te deceai
the doct1rine of advancement eould find no proper platme.

T~he onus is, of course, on the defendant to prove repaym
snd, being <'an opposite or interestedl party" lie î noV dieu
titàled Vo a fiuding in itis favour "on lis own evidencee.
uinleua sui evidenc is corroborated by some otlier matq

evienc:"R38.0. cli. 73, sec. 10; Tliompson v. Coulter (19
34 S.C.R. 261. And wliere the. alleged payxnents are wi
iuiconnected-s tey are here-c-orroboration of an item
and titere is not corroboration of the witole accounit: Coo,
Grant (1882), 32 UT.C.C.1'. 511; Rie Ross (1881), 29 Grant,

'Phe defendaaxt called evidence wlidl would amounit to C(
boration within te statute, if I could believe it. But, unfor
ately for te defendant, 1 eau place no confidence at ail ilu
testimony of Hector McDonald; and defendant'a own evid
and te evidûnce of bis ivife fell very, very far short of
vineing me titat titey were telling te truth.

At tis point, Vaking te testimony of tîese three witn
alone, and carefully scrntinizing te varions entries conta
in defendant's b>ook of aceount, te question of corrobor2
itardly arises as, even wit>out reference Vo the statute, 1 'w
not be abi. Vo id in favour of te defendant as Vo the al]
payments,

But te evidence of Martha Wallace, as far m8 it gu>es,
1 think. lie invoked Vo relieve the. deendant. Tt la not eorroli


