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ASTER:—The note is admitted. The defences
e two. The first is that defendant gave collaterals
ve not been fully and truly accounted for.
would not entitle him to any greater relief than a
of reference to ascertain what exactly is due on
in question.
ther defence is as follows, if I rightly understand
1t of defendant’s counsel i
bank, it is said, have no authority to do a savings
ess. This, it is argued, has the effect of locking
reulation and preventing debtors from getting
ay their liabilities.  Even if such business is
it does not appear how this can he any defence,
defendant could shew that he had funds in the
bank which he was prevented by the rules from
the debt due by him to the bank. Nothing of
even suggested here. It will be time enough to
he question when any hank takes such a very un-
on. : :
it be left to a higher authority to give effect to
ence if it is right to do so.
thing of this nature was set up in the recent case
~Permanent Mortgage Corporation v. Briggs, 7
£3. It did not however receive any consideration
e trial or by the Divisional Court.
ndant desires, he can have a judgment of refer-
ot, the usual order will be made.
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