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debt due from the cor

Mpany to the landowner ;
they are merely part of the machinery provided

by the Act for ascertaining the purchase money.

The plaintiff was not entitled (o the
money, either at law o in equity, except in
executing or tendering a conveyance to the com.-
pany.”

As to classes (iii) and (iv)—“ No distinction
can be made between the issues of the writ and
the obtaining of the judgment, Even upon
judgmcnt, a good title huving been sho\vn, the
purchase money did not become a debt payable
to the plaintiff, |y appears to me th
in one sense there may have been
debt due to the ven
debt as coyld be attached. The purch
was not a deht actually “due or
the meaning of the g

at, though
an cquitable
dor, there was not such a
ase money
aceruing’ within
arnishee orders, for the
right to it was conditional upon the execution or
tender of a conveyance by the v
Provisions of 0. 45, r. 8 (Ont.
Payment or execution being a v
the garnishee

endor. The
rule 376) as to

alid discharge to
are inapplicable to ; con

ditional
debt.”

AS 10 (V)% With regard to the garnishee
order obtained after

that date (the date of the
order on further considertaion) it is clear from

the authorities that it could net affect the fynq
that was alrcady in court, even thoug
been a conveyance ; for the money being i
court, was no longer *in the hands’ of the gar-
nishee as required by rule 3.7 (Ont. rule 371.)
[Nore— 77, Imp and Ont. rules ¢
Chatterton o, Watney, 1. p. 17 Ch,

C L] 322, 45 another recent
these rules.]

h there had

e identical

D. 250, 17
decision Under
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Horroway v, CHESTON.

Imp. Jud, Acty sec. 50; One, Jud. 4., 36—
Appeal from Judge's ordey iy Chambers.

' Dec,

Defendants obtained, upon

order from g Judge in Ch
thereupon served the defendants with a notice of
motion for a certificate from his Lordship that
he did not desire to have the summons reheard,
S0 as to enable the plaintiffs to go direct to the
Court of Appeal ; or, in the alternative, that the
order might be discharged,

CHrT1y, J.; said that he intended to follow
the practice whic), had been_adopted by the

5 -L. R, 1 Ch, D. s16.
summons, a certajn
ambers, Plaintiffs
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NoTEs of CANADIAN CasEs.

Master of the Rolls, and
monses int, Court for
cases in w
there wag

always to adjourn SItmi\n
argument or judgm\;/nhere
hich an appeal was desired. roper

no such adjournment the ‘p ade
course was to mgoye to set aside the ordet ,m‘rhe
in Chambers, So that the Judge might hmi]ich
Opportunity of delivering a judgment . nd
would enable the Court of Appeal to understa
the reasons for his d

. . e?
[N()‘l‘lo;.—\77m Imp. and Ont. sections app

o be Virtually identical)

ecision,

e

NOTES oF CANADIAN CASES.

- '"HE LAW
PUBLISHED 1y ADVANCE BY ORDER OF ‘I'HE

SOCIETY,

SUPREME COURT OF CANADA.

THE Quesn v, Dovtke,

it 0f
DLetition o Right Ay Counsel fees, Righ

action for—_p,
Q. before

The suppliant, a barrister of the Province 3f
Quebec, in thig case, was retained by the (}Ore
ernment of Canada in the British interest be'fox
the “ Halifax Commision,” which sat at Halifa%
under the Treaty of y
trate upon the differe

ate
.o . ocal
Lning services of an ad?
Halifax Commission.

Vashington, 1877, to alb]n
nce between Great Brlt%lh
and the United States, in  connection v“lluis
inshore fisheries, etc, The suppliant, b).tter
petition, alleged thag he was retained by a lL«m

from the Department of Justice at Ottawa, Lent
there was contradictory evidence of an iif-f.rcem 0

entered into at Otrawa between the suppliant athe
the Minister of Marine and Fisherics as .t_o ser-
amount to he paid to the suppliant for his un

vices. The Judge who tried the case waS:
that the terms of the agreement were as follo re-
“That cach of the counsel engaged “'Oflld, o
ceive a refresher, cqual to the first retamf{lali_
$1000; that they could draw on a bank at the
fax, $1000 a mongh while the sittings of the
Commission lasted ; that the expenses Ofthat
suppliant and his family would be paid,. and be
the final amoynt of fees or remuneration tOntil
paid to counse] would remain unsetllef’l ‘fl‘he
after the award of the Commissioners. ddi-
suppliant received $8,000, and claimed‘ an a'ar

tional $10,000 under his agrecment. The aw

in favour of Canada was over $5,000,000.
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