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your insurance in full force.' - The assurcd agrees, pays bis
inoney, aîîd send8, his note, aiîd 1 cannot seo îvhy thîis î lot a

pretygood eontraet on the part of the eomipany to keep the
*insurtiancee in full foree.'' But the eontraet eau src(elY be

read as keepiîig the policy ini fuit foree other than on its terwNî.
Alid it does really ii<thing-ý mrore than speeifically to agre*(e to
whiat the law would norewithout speeifie agreement. The
plaiiff does semi to be advýaîîced by this agreenment beyond
wht thre defendants eoncde.

Were it fot Loi' authority binding upon us, 1 should he in-
clndto hold that the Aprîl nîote was paid, and the new note

was îîot one which came within the added clause.
'thle inere takiîig of a new~ note for the amnounit of a former

is flot iii itself payoient of the old one: Falconbridgi, ori Bank-
ingk iiid Bis of Exeliange, p. 577; Maelar-en on Bis of Ex-
chanige, 3rd cd., p. 320; if the holder retains the oiginal, the
presumiption is that it is to continue to exist: E ,'x 1p. Bareilly
(1802>, 7 Ves. 596....

Ilieferenee to Noad v. Bouehard (1860), 10 L.('.1. 446,
477.1

The delivery Up of the former note has often, if îlot unIiverS-
ally, been considered stroîîg evidenee of Jiovationi I>arsouis on
Notes andg Bis, 2nd cd., vol. 2, p.203; D>aniel on Negotiable Il,-
xtrunients, 6th e<l., paras. 1266, 1266a; and wýhere, as inii thi,
case, the ne"' note is givenl for a sutaller ainount, thlweconclusiîon
is well-nigh irresistibie: 7 ('ve. 1012, para. b.

Everything here points to an intention to eonsider the niew
note and the money order as payment of the note of Apr-il.

The new note then was not preciNely a "written obligtin
giveon- for "any- Ireniium," and so does îlot coinepriel
under the terns of clause 3. Nor, as I should have thought, is
it ' ýa promissory note or, other writtcn obligation . . . givenl
for any premium or part thereof," under the added clau8e. It
was given in part payrnent flot, of any premium but of a note,
itself given in part payment of a premium. We should inter-
pret a policy of ifl8uranee with reasontable strictness against the
coiipany whieh puts it forward, and whose language it con-
tains-more espeeially w~hen forfeiture is elaimed as the resuit
of another interpretation. But it would seeni that authority
binds uis to hold the contrary.

MeGeaehie v. North Ameriean Life Insurance C'o. (1894),
23 S.C.R. 148 (S.C. (1892-3), 22 O.R. 151, 20 A.R. 187), is
jpainly relied on....


