
speified commission. Youngberg had a private account and alec>
a firm s.ccount at the Rosthern branch of the defendant bai*,
from which the currency wus te be furnished; these acebunts were
frequently overdrawn,. and the bank's agent, knowing thepurpose.
for wbich the currency wus to be furnished for the plaintiffs,
placet. the amount of several drafts drawn by Youngberg on -the
plaintiffs to the credit of Youngberg's private, or firm, account
with the resuit, that the money was rnisapplied. (Jalt, J., who tried
the action, held that the bank was liable for ail sums go placed to
Youngberg'e private or firm, accounte. The Court of Appeal
directed a reference to ascertain what dam age the plaintiffs had
actually sustained by the bank'e action, but the Judicial Conimittee
of the Privy Council (Lords Haldane, Finlay and Phillimore) have
restored the judgment of Galt, J., their Lordships being of the
opinion that the Court of Appeal should have treated tie claim as
one for the replacemient of trust funcis s.nd not for damages. Their
Lordships intiînate that perhaps the bank might be entitled to
somne relief in possible proceedinge against the present plaintiffs
aigh Y be , eesar part, buhon her psgnenecr inoeuc
min.d Yobe ear to t buc You ngbete asxgeen reor inovency
relief could be given.
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Ac'r, 1914 (5 GEo V. C. 5, ALTA.), e. 7.

Tornio G#,nera! Trusts Corp. v. The King (1919) A.C. 679. This
was an action by the Crown in the Province of Albert% to recover
succession duties in ret3pect of a certain mortgage registered in
thl.t Province and owned by a deceased person at the tume of his
death in the Province of Ontario, where he had hie domicile. The
representatives of the deceased claimed that the mortgage debts
were flot property within the Province of Alberta, and that the
situe of a specialty dèbt was where the document evidencing the
debt happened to ho, which. they claimed was the Province of
Ontario. The Judicial Conmiittee of the Privy Council (Lords
Haldane, Finlay, Cave, Dunedin, and Shaw) however, afflrnied
the judgnient of the Saprerne Court of Canada in favour of the
plaintiff and held that, when W' mortgage is muade in duplicate,
and one of the duplicates is regietered in one Province and the
other je found at the xnortgagee's death ini another Province, the
situe of the debt canniot be properly said to be in both Provinces,
but must rather be deemed to ho i that Province according to whoe
laws the mortgage was created and by wh.ich la"e aloo it would
l'ave to be enforced,


