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RosE, J.[MaY 3.
TIFRNAN V. PZIOPLE's LiFE INSUPANCE CO,

The application for a ife insurance policy provided that no pnlicy was te
be in force until actual payrnent and acceptance of the first payment due
thereon by an authorized agent, and the deiivery ta the insured of the neces.
sary receipt signed by the general manager. The policy stated that in con-

sideratinn ofthe annual prernitm being paid in advance ta the company at its
head office on or before the delivery cf the policy, and thereafter annually, the
conipanu would pay to the insured's executors the ainount of the policy. 13y
the contract between the general manager& and the company, they were tu
recek'e 85 per cent. of the premiums, and were authorized te employ sub-
agents, whomn they were to pay eut of the commissio'n allowed thenm, and were
to indennify and save harniless thc company against any dlaimis for commis-
sion by such sub-agents. One of the compiny's general managers who had
taken the application agreed with the applicant that in consicleration of
certain wmok dont by c applicant for him the flrst prernium sheuld he con-
sidered as paid, and he gave the applicant the comparly's official receipt, and
subsequently the policy. In consequence of no paynîent having been made on
the policy, the company cancellecl the policy, but il did not appear that the
insured had ever been notilled of this. In an action te recover on the policy,

.qe./d that no valid paynment of the premiurn had ever been made, and
that, tlerefore, the insurance never look< effect.

osier, Q.C., and acksont for tLie plaintiff.
11uniei- for ffic defendants.

Boy 1, .]SYVXESVER V. MURRAY'. [May 27.

Coniîrectfr sale of landi- Conditionaý Promise-E./&t of.

After negotiations had taken place for the sale of a farin at $9,.500, tile fol-
lowing %%ritten contract was signed by the purchasers :" We agree te take
ycur farim and pay you $9,ooo, and, if wve get along fairly well, we will give you
the other $5oo as soon as we are able."

11fld, that the provisions as to the $500 '%,as a conditional promise, which
niight he recovered on proof that the purchasers were of ability te pay, whirh
the evidence in this case failed te show.

A4. .1 Jfcdci~l for the plaintiff.
G. Hf. llizion, Q.C., for the defendants.

BOYI), C.] Hosox v. SHANNON. [ueS

GarnsI~mn1-J 'r~'e in Division GutA~iainfrpoéi'n
J>;ohibition refùsed.
Garnishment is a proceeding extraordinary in its nature, and nlot te be

!tgulated strictly by tliý analogy of ordinary litigation.
He/di, that a garnishen againit whom judgment has been given, the money

neot haviiig been paid, inay apply for relief, cither b- payment into court, or for


