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of Starnps for Queensland, [1898] A.C. 769, was referred te on
the argumient in that cae.

The c!ases in the Prîvy Council distinguish simple eontract

d1ebts fronm specialty debts, and the greater number of those
vited beforýe me referred to collection of duty on simple con-
traci(t debts. The debts ini question are specialty delits, and the
Law ii well aýettled now that they are taxable in the counitries
wher-e they'ý are found at the time of the death of the testator,. he
buinig diomiciled i that country at the time. The land is flot
taxable, buti the Iý,.'ificial sum secur.cd is what is taxable, and
that is, ditiua lii the domicile of the testator.

1 a111 bounid hy tlic deeision of the C'ourt in Treasurer of the
Prvneof Onai v. Pattixi; sec also Law'son v. Coimmis..

iioe f' Inliandj rctvcnu [1896] 2 I.R. 418.

As to the irigh- of the Irineof British Columbia toe ol-

].letuie onl the, aimut Of these noritgage_-s, ini my opinion
WNoodrufYin v. AtonyGnrlfor Ontar-io, [1908] A.C. 508,
did(es thait a Pr-ovinee hias no right te tax property situate out-

selle of the (r"ice OCtton v. The King, [1914] A.C. 176, is te

the samle effect.
1 Rnid, therefore, that the executor is liable te the Treasurer

of Om1itarie for the aitmnt of succession duty on the sum, of $4,_

108.32 as laiime<].
As te the estsR of titis application, I think that, owinig to the

decisionas of the Privy Condil, whieh do not agree, the (lues-

tieni was a fair ()né t» have eonsidered, and that each party
mhouild pay hie; own ests.


