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favour of the railway company at the; Edmenton branch of the
Royal Bank ws retained under the control of the head office.
The fui] significance of his statement in this connection and the
point of view from which it was made wiIl become stili clearer
if we advert to the passages in the argument of counsel which
have a relation to thîs particular aspect of the case.

Sir Robert Findlay, who appeared for tnie Royal Bank, rea.3-
oned thus:-

"At the time the Act wus passed the situa of both debtor and creditor
in respect of the money depoaited waa outaide the Province; and on
the evidence neither the profita nor the civil rights wliich were deait
w'th by the Act were within the Province of Alberta or the juriediction
of the Legisiature. The creditors in this cese were the bondholders
and their trustee. . .. The debtoîc also waa outaide the Province.
The hesd office of the Bank was in Montrexl, and the depoeit in question
being lLrgc .'n amnount and uDusaetl in chara-ter wua always under the
control of the Mfontres.! head office, and th >ugh the special account
was kept at a local braach within the Province, no witbdraw&ls were
allowed without authority from the head office, which retained cornplete
controi of the fik.d. The appellant banit was liable to its creditor
at ita head office, and bis claim could be enforced either in the Courts
of Quebse or New York."

One of Mr. Buckmaster's contentioim on hehaîf of 1tle Province

is thus summarized in the report:

"T je evidpnce shewcd that the depo8it was, in pursuance of an
agreement to that effect, mrade in the appellant4s' branch hank at Ed-
mouton in the Province, under the Guarsntee Act (16 of 19M), and that

iwss a condition of the delivery up o! the bond 'n suit that it should
hc so made. Tbe circumatanre that persons; outside the Province
had rîgbts that, were affected by the Act in question did flot render
the l"gislation invalid. So long as the propertv affected hv the Act
il uituated within the Province, it is irn&terial that the owner cr other
pers=n affected theiehy are outaide the Province. li the property
no afiected were land within the Province, legiskation regarding it '
wnuld tnt be invalid, so far sa it affected the intereste of an owner
outside the Province. and in that regard no materiui distinction can be
ý-awn betwecn landed property and the fund in question."

Fr -mn a comparison of these op~posing arg':.nents, it ie evidenti

that the language used by Lord Iad:-as to the sperial ztccount
je to liw understood as iniporting ait acceptance of Sir Robert
Findlay's thf-ory regarding the situs of the trust-fund. That the
Privy ('orcil did flot regard that account as having rreated a


