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If(-laýý was an ex-oficier of the bank when bi. xnîn
st.)oD WM keni, hie was not al pter'rvn examinable for discoxeury

under ('on. Uie 439 (a). The ri.ght to examinet ýuch pcv
s (*eeaý(1d whjei the original of that ile waýi pasd iii

Jun,103. Bt,. eýen if lie wa, then plaiiît<- 1louai lnan1-
ar, hijý excînto eld not have beea gîi'vn iii evidenue

at Oie trial, iunde-r the express termn, of that Rule. Anld if
suchexautitioneoud fot bu proved by putingii( in a copy

<-ertified g y fi', examin aý ail exainination r g l ry taken,Leiither couild it bc proxed iii thei roundabout îîehdadoptert
ai ilhe trial, by ealling tiev uxaiiiîner or stenographer to prove

wbaàrt1o ba xîijc îd said. -Nor were Glais,s >taîinentsow
adm~îleas adniiîol.. or, ;ýiaîeents made by an agent of

the plaintiffs, for. (firz41) tliey were itot statenentt- or ad-
misýsionsý inade, ai tue( tiie of the transacton, and (second)

Le wasý no lograetof the~ plaintiffs when lie maude thei.
So far, ilhereforu, ut, dlefendant lias to rely on anythîing

aaid b% GljaS,, lierv de-feDüe fails.
It 'may* ie( tliat . .. Adains v. Gox in the Supreme

<Y.'curt mil] ie fun luýiit i tpport the defcne, but the evîdentce
je not eniel atisfaetory as regards the circumnstanees
umder %%i, Iieh ie baril acqu'ired the note, and the knowledge

o!. tho aetOf the facts ncessary to lie f<uuîîd to, establisli
tedefen if'e

Weare of' opinion bhat ... tlîe case calîs for a niew
trial, at whWIh the levidence of Gla& and defendant's lins-
band jiua 'v 1)1- giveiu, and the whole transaction n-orethýoroiig1,l. fted i tAni present appears to have been doue(.

The e-oits of itle laidt trial and of the appeal matit lie costý
pl any event1 OC the( faî~ o plaintiffs
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