
TiUE MA.STER :-Thie lote i, adnmitted. The(lfne
eged are two. The flrst iS that defendant gave eollaterals
ich h'ave not been fitlly and truly ae-eoiiited for.
Th'lis would flot entitie hn to any greater relief iaii aj

ligînent of reference to ascertain what exaetl.y i due on
note in question.

The other defence is as folIows, if 1 rightly understand
argument of defendant's counsel.
Thie bank, it is.said, have no autliority to (Io a savingt,jk business. This, it is argued, lia-, the effeet of locking
thie circulation an(I preventing debtors froin getting
ney to pay their liabîlities. Even if such business îsra vires, it does not appear how this eau lie any defenee,

esa defendant eoild shew that hie had funds in theciig,, banjk whieh hoe was prevented by the miles front,Ilyng on the debt due hy hlm to the bank. Nothiag of
sort is even suggested here. lb will bie tinie enougli to

sider the question whien anýy bank takes sueb a vers- un-
].y Position.
if must bie ]eft to a higbher authorityv Io gîise effect [o

iadefence if lb is riglit to do so.
Soinehingof tItis natur'e was set up iiu the reent case~aaaPermanent Mortgage Corporation v. l3riggs,7

V. R. 44,1. It (li( itot however receive anv~ (*otisi deration
er at tHie trial or 1) the l)ivisional Court.
[f defendant desires , lie earu have a judgmc.nt of refer-

~.If not, the n suai order wiIi bie mnade.
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