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years lapse of titne. Atlan v. MtTaViS/k, 2 A.R. 278, followed. If the words
"4out of any land"I in the second ine Of S. 23, of R.S.O., r887, c. irII, had
been in the English Act, the decision in Sutton v. Sutton, 2 Chy. 5 1, would
have been the other way.

Sheptey, Q. C., and ElIbels (Port Perry), fur plaintiff.
W R. Riddeii, for defendants, the widow and heirs-at-law.
Sienoson (Bow nanville), for defendant administrator.

FALCONIIRIDGE, .][March 27.
RF GOULDEN AND THE CORPORATION OF T1HE CITY 0F OTTAWA.

1 iquor License .4ci-By-<nc--Linifieg licenses- When ta be jýassed-'" Vear'
rCa/entiaryeaP-R.S.O. c. tg4t, s. 2o.

A corporation passed a by-law on MaY 4th limiting the number of tavern
licenses.

Hded, that the word 1'year " means calendar year, and that the words
before the 1 st March ini any year I in S. 20 of the Liquor License Act, R.S.O.

c. 194, mean in the months of january or February in any year, and the by-law
was quashed with costs.

,Hiverson, for the motion.
H. M. Mowal, contra.

r.Cartwright,X
Official Referee. .1[March 29.

ONTARIO BANK V. SHIELDS,

£.xamdnation for discovery- Oficer of coqoration-Bank dierk.

M otion by defendant under Rule 487 for an order for examination of teller
in plaintiff bank, the actior being to, recover money alleged to have been paid
out by the teller to defendant by mi2take.

The cases of Consolidaled Bank v. Neilson, 7 P. R. 25SI ; Odeil V. City' Of
()ttawa, 12 P.R. 446, and Coleman v. G.T.R., 15 P.R. 125, were referred tu by
defendant.

It was contended for the plairtiff that in the cases cited the offlicer exani-
ined wvas a person in authority, that here the teller was a mere clerk or ser-
vant, and that there is no authority to examine such a person : Lei/ch v.
G. T. R., 13 E.R- 369. and Rosenheiin v. Sil//man, i P.. M.

Ye/d, on the authority of Le//ch v. G. 7.R., 13 P. R. 369 ; Webster v. Ciy
<'f Toronto, 15 P.R. 21 ; Colemnan v. City of Toronto, 15 P.R. r25, that the
t,-lIer not being in any position of power or authority is not surh an officer as
miay be examined under the Rule.

Motion dismissed. Costa in cause.
On appeal to RosE, J., in Chambers, this ruling was upheld.
F C. Cooke, for defendant.
.h. Mass, for plaintiff.
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