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pateci tht courts might put a différent ineaning upon the wvord
otherwise,- and so hold that the construction first mentioned

in the La-à- Times was correct. However, if tl'is reasoning is

followutl to a conclusion, the section will be found to read as
follo\\s Save as aforesaid uny interest therein (i.c., in propert%
ini Ontario, etc.) or incoine thercfrom %vhich shall be voluntarilN
transferred auxam person in trs rother\wise by deed, rnr
gift .. .. by reason whtercof an.ý person shail become bene-
ficiallv cntitled in possussion or expectanc), to any propcrty or the
inComne thereof, shalh bu subject to a succession dint\-,' etc. To
put it sliortly, ail v'oInntarv transfers of property, whnvrmacle,
NVOUIl thus bu snbject to dutx' collectable on the deathi of the'
transféror. unless extýileç t Uv the ird section, and prov'ided the
esta-te feul \ithn anv of the subsections of S. 4.

It s nt ncesarv to trace out the efiects of this constrn c-vu' tion of the section, luiit simplv to point out the aîîîbiguity (appar-
entlv, as was said before, arising frorin a nîisconception on the
part of the frainer of the Act), in ordur that it rnay be explained
or ainended. I n the rnmantimce, parties cliiiig under voluntarvhI: transfers froin '.,e? lthy clonors Nvill bU ini donbt as to whuther or
no thev nîav Uc cahled upon, on the decatlî of thliir henefactor, t<,i8~Ii!pav tribute to the rctsarV. It is stobmitteci also that the section
-ould Uc more ;ntclligible if it \were amnîcîced so as to readI ft-Sav'. as aforusaid, aHl property situate \vithîn tlîîs Province, or

aviv interest thcrein or incoîne therefroîn, wherc the deceased
person, Vtc., . . . p!ýssirg either Uv wifll or intestacx>, or \vhich

shahl be \,olttntrîlN transferred, shaH! be subject to, succession
dIut\.,«" etc. R. A. BA.x.

CURRENT ENGLISH CASE.

The Law Reports for MNav comprise (1893) 1 ÇQ.B., pp. 521-

648: (1892) P., pp. 85- 137; and (189,1) 1 Ch., pp. 617-75b-

Driver v. Proad, (1893) 1 Q.B3. 539, wvas an action for Ureach. of
a verbal contract to purchase certain debentures of a joint stock

iconîpany of wNhicli the plaintiff was the owner. The debentures
in question were a charge upon aIl the îîroperty of the c inpany
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