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fc ment %vas licid untenable. The wveight of the decisions scns to bc in favour of
t the viewe that a covenant to insure doe:, niot run with the land. The grantec of

the mortgagor may insure wvithout beig bound b>' the covenant of the latter.
The irnnrtgagee acquires no lien upo,-, the procceds of the policy. This is the
di, ision in teiti v,.1 M&rum, 8cp N. Y. 592. In Nordjke v. Gery (Ild*. 13 N. E.
Rep. 683, the motrtgagors hiad eofeccted an insurance which w.as acccpted by the
nrtgagce as a comnpliance %vith the covenant ;and it %vas held that bis failure to

colleet thc inoncy- throtJgh the inisolveciicyý of the insurance company ý,r other

t causes, dues niot give but a lien upon other insurance on the soinc property.
But in thi-s-case, the mo(rtgagec had distinctly acceptedl the insurance as a cern-
p!ianice %vith the cov'enant. Several cases arc citccd iii the articIle referred to,

which show that the lien %vill attach to inisurance existin at tht. titîne the mort-
gage is given. Numerouis cases, also, mnainitain that in the ab.ictice of any
agrrecinenit on the part of the im-ragor to insuire for the benlefit of the

* moitg;tgee, the latter cati lay nie lain to the insurance mnoncy, but an oral
a-r-cmint to that effect ks sufficient.

* 'l'THEIFT OF' LEIER5--l1 n 'ué .tac.v v. D'/uckt', 3~5 Fed. Rep. 4o7, it was
held that a decoy letter wvith a fictitious address, .%h;cci therefore cannot be
delivcred, is not ýýintended to bc convc>'ed, by mnail," within the rneaning of the
statutte of eli',ezi.Acnienit. Speer, J., saidl L t seins to coi-ne niost clcarly %vithin
tlîe decision of Judge Neuinan in the case of ('ltdSlaev v. Rapp, 3o Fcd. Rep.
8 1. Klii that case a ixe'--th-at is, ;ý letter adscdto a fictitious person, or
te a place wihere tliere wvas no poest-offic\et-s placcd i wlîat ks known as the
nise baLsket,' a receptacle for uninailable inatter. Tlhis %vas to bc forwarded to

the dentd-letter office. This wvas held b>' the ccuirt ilot te bc miail inatter within
the iiianing of sections of 5467, 5469, of the Revised Statutes. It ivas hcld
distinictly not to be inatter itcnded te be conveyed b' niail, and J udge Neumnat
U-ses this language: ' 1 do not believe that under this section it can bc held that

* the îrncket wvas intended to bc conveyed by mnail, %\vhetn the proof in this case for
th G crnrinent shows that there was no such intention. I 1must,'. aidthlard

judge, 'construe the language of this crininial statute b>' a rule of law thaf ks
axbemtiatic, strictly, in faveur of the dlefetidanit. Sec (Uniid .Sta!.0e. v. 1tll/uttier, 5
l)ill. 35, and cases cited. But censidering it accordîng te its fair and ordinary
ncaninig, cati the wvords 'mail matter'' bc lield te include this package ? 1 think
not. And this last view of the miatter, in iny> opinion, applies to both of these
cases. As stated above, 1 think the %vhole of this lawv . . refers to mail
Under the protection of the Governinit, or the postal authorities as such. I do
flot hold that %vhat is callcd under the testirnony iii this --ase a 1decoy' or ,test
letter, or the contents thereof, mnight not, wh'lîn regularly mnailed, bc the subjcct
of crnbeýzzlernent, and punishable under »his section, but 1 think it should get
into thle mail in some of the ordinary ways provided by the postal authorities,

- and become fairly and reasonably par't of the mail matter unidcr the control of


