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vires. The important principle therefore semau to b. establighed,
that the ceu li which appeals may be had to the Supreme
Court ia a matter within the jurisdiction of the Dominion Par-
liament ider s. 101 of the B. N. A. Act, 1867, and Do provin-
cial legislature can li any way curtail the right of appeal given
by any Dominion atatut.

Powsus oF PROVINCIAL LEGisLATuarLs-B. N. A. ACT, 1867, S. 92
(2)-ONTARIO SUCCESSION DuTY ACTr (R.S.O. C. 24)-PO-
VINCIAL TÀXATIOIN-PF.OPEATY OUr 0BI PRO VINCE-UiLTRA
VIRES.

Woodruif v. Aitornbe-General (1908> A.C. 508 Îis an appeal
froxu the decision of the Ontario Covrt of Appeal in Attorney-
General v. Woodru if, 15 O.L.R. 4161 in which the Judicial (Jox-
mnittee of the Privy Couneil (Lcréis Robertson, Atkinson and
Collins, and Sir A. Wilson) have made a further contribution
to our eonstitutional law. The action was brought by the Attor-
ney-General of Ontario to recover succession duties on property
of a deeeased person which, at the time of his death, wua situate
outside the territorial limits of the province. The case wua
debated in the court below as turning on the effect of certain.
settlements made by. the deceased of the property in queation,
and it was not until the predent appeal that the point was taken
that the local legisiature had no power of taxation over property
outside the province, and it wua on this contention the case
ultimately turned, their Lordships holding that under the
B. N. A. Act (1867), s. 92 (2) the powers of taxation conferred
on the local legislaturez is strictly limited to "'direct taxation
within the province."

TRADE -UNioN-ACTION.&BLE CONSPId~ACY-RRSOLUTI0N OF' UNION
CALLING A STRIKE-MISDIRECTION.

Jo8e v. Metafljo Roofing Co. (1908) A.C. 514. This was an
appeal from the decision of the Court of App3al, 14 O.L.R. 156,
in the cese of Metailic Roofilg CJO. v. Jose. The action was
brought against à trade union for conspiracy in inducing
the plaintiff's workxnen to strike, and for maliciously combin-
ing to injure the plaintiffs, and an injunction and dainages were
claîmed. Certain qupationo were submitted to the jury andi
answered by them in favour o.f the plaintiffs and damages were
assessed at $7,500, but in charging the jury Macahon, J., in
the opinion of the Judicial Coimittee (Lords Robertson, Atkin-
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