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Hed, hawever, that the plaintiff was entitled, under the circumstances, to
remuneration for the board, lodging, and cire of the deceaied for six yearb, as
upon an implied promise to nay a reasonable sum per annum. Suc a promnise
was not a special promi~se ta pay at death, and did not give the plaintiff a right
ta recover more than six years' arrears.

W R. Riddell, for the plaintiff. Ay/esuvrtli, Q. C., for the defendants,
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Revenue -- Succession duly - Uatbulity of et's (<e for - Pr#'rf.> in analher
I>rozince-T7estalor dipjeilied in awher Prtuin.ce-Surrogatk Courts-
/uru-sdictiol.
The Judge of a Surrogate Court bas jurisdiction ta determine whether a

particular estate, of which probate or administration is sought, is liable or flot
ta pay succession duty, and the amount of such duty ; bis decision being
subject to appeal.

Where a deceased person bas hi& domicile, priar ta and at the ti'ý ýe of bis
death, in another Province, and the value ai his property in Ontario is under
$too,ooo-, although his whole estate, including praperty ini the Province of his
domicile, exceeds $ioo,ooo, and bis whoie estate in this Province is by bis wil
devised and bequeathed ta bis wife and cbildreu, the property in this Province
is flot liable ta pay succession duty.

J udgmient af J udge af Surrogate Court of York affirmed. For full report
ai this case in the Court belowv, sec anite P, 318.

.4),/ýswor//i, Q.C., for the Treasurer of Ontario. Al T. Syenans, for the
executors.
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'"ull Court.] GATES v. LOHNE-s. NI ay 23.
Sieinder- iVords irn/u'llng commission t!f tîtnumtrýl e/ence- I;tntieiido-Not

necessary Io pro<n' twhere »tiunng of zvordà obvious- -iW'ordis notal ion-
able /6er se- Evidence of( hosile -a'itfieis.
In an action of siander the words coniplained cif iccused plaintiff ai the

commisýsion of an unnatural offence.
Hle/l i) It was flot necesâary ta sgive ev'idence to prove th,. innuendo,

the meaning ai the wvords bcing perfect>' obvious and unnmistakablc.
(2) ~'d which without knowledge an the part ai those wha heaid thein of
the inatter ta wbich they reicrred, could convey na defanîatory mieaning were
flot actionableoer se. (3) Evidence was properly received ta show such know-
ledge. (41 There was no authorit>' for excluding as discreditcd the wbale ai
the evidence af a wtness, wlto was ruled ta be hostile, on tbe ground that the
evidence showed that she bad previously made a statement incunsistent with
part o aiber testirmany on1 the trial.

F. B. tYak&, Q.C., for appellant. W B. A. Ritchie, Q.C., for respondent.


