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cegsionduty varying- in ainounit to the scale laid down in thé Act. The
deceased, who, by his will had left everything ta hi& widow, bad during hia
lifetime, taken advantage of the provisions of s. 7 of the Familles' Inaurance
Act, and by a writing identifyin.g three of the polkies by. their.respective
nu tnbersbad -decl-ared those three policies for the benefit of his wile; they
therefore formed no part of his estate, and could flot pass by hie will, and
accordingly were net liable ta succession duty. There were two other policias
payable outaide the Province, but the deceased at the time of his death had
bis domicile within the Province.

Hold, that the proceeda of a life policy payable at death without the
Province are not liable, in the bande of a beneficiary domniciled in the Province,
ta succession duty. The Act aime at property having an actual situation
within the Province and not ta property which can only bc deemed to ha siêu-
ate within the Province by légal fiction.

D. G. Maedanctl, for executrix. Charles Wilson, Q.C., for the Crown.

Walkem, J.] GREEN V,. STUSSI. [Aug. 24.
/udgnont in vacation-Pending, toial-Rtile 736 (d).

Motion by defendant ta set aside a judgrnent pronounced in favour of
plaintiff on August 8, 1898. The action was set down for trial at Victoria
on Jul Y 30, 1898, and on that day, as thare was no judga availabla ta try the
casa, it ivas adjourned ta August 4, and further acljourned ta August 8,
when evidence was given, and judgmant pronounced by WALKEM, J., in favour
of the plaintiff. Tha defandant did not appear on any of tha trial days.

HelJd, the trial was not pending within the meaning of Rule 736 (d), and
that tha judge had no jurisdiction ta hear it in vacation.

S. Perry Ml/s, for plaintiff L. P. Duff for defandant.

Irving, J.] EDWARDS V. COOK. [Sept. 8.
SuÉ*rere Couri, B. C, luis najupisdiction in Admýiira//y matière,

The Adrniralty Act vestsail admniralty matters in the Admiiralty Court, and
thera is no jurisdiction in the Supremne Court ta interfare.

Bradbu»s, for plaintiff. Russel, for defendant.

Irving, 31 B. C. PERMANENT LOAN, ETC., CO., V. WOOTTON. [Sept. 8.
Infmncion-.Rgisratof contpanies-Simi/arity o!fae-Cne//mo

ùl'corporation.
Motion by plaintiff company for an injunction ta defendant, ragistrar of

joint stock conipanies, ta restrain hini froin cancelling its cartificate of incor-
poration, the registrar having threatened ta do so on the ground that the narne
was so similar ta that af the Canada Permanent Loan & Savings Cao, previously
incorporated, as ta ha calculatad ta deceive within the mleaning of s. .) of the
Companies Amendmant Act, 1898.

Held, that it was nat sufficiently clear that the s&milarity in the nanies was
calculated ta deceive ta iustify the registrar in cancelling the plaintiff coin-


