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~r~~.Justice North observed: "«The principles enunciated by Lord justiceSc Re Leslie were in substance adopted by the Court of Appeal in Falcke v.COttiosh Imperial Insurance Comnpany, L.R., 34 Chy.D., 24 n hn h
rt b îrtended to lay down exhaustively ail the cases in which a person flot the

1. ~eiIowner of a policy, who pays a premiurn in respect of it, is entitled
~tut illlerl Upon the proceeds of the policy for the amount which he has paid."
I'ajd StuItt v. Tippett, although the Court held that the stranger who had therepre,,iUn-s had flot any lien (a decision which seemns to have been founded

na SPecial agreement), it wou Id seem that Lord justice Liîidley was ofOilo that the list of cases in Re Leslic in which a lien could be obtained xvas
-Ot ressr xasie

he -Earl of Winchelsea's Case policies on his life (and apparently in hisMlr 
amindb a f rotae h eut frdmt ong

thetersOto h noe to keep down the interest and the premiurns
ePOlicies. The earl became bankrupt, and some time afterwards died.

the hil, the rents being insufficient to provide for payment of a premium,
ftlr'e Of the term had advanced the requisite amount to save the policylfhePse. It did flot appear that this Ldvance was mac*e at the request eitherOfla thenOrtgagees or of the trustee in bankruptcy (it is not stated whether it was'4' 1 1'hîth the knowledge of the latter). The trustee of the term claimed theWhPih .tiOf Of a fund in Court, representing the balance of the policy moneys

lreiernaie after satisfying the rnrtgage, towards repayment of the
11 »~ Me Justice North held that the case was not within the second rulethe10 ý'je8ie. The trustee of the terni had "no trust and no duty in respect of
fulld. 1cY Tfoneys." And the trustee 111 bankruptcx' was declared entitled to the

i h WOQld .Seem that notice of an iiitended payrnent of a prenhium might bebeiP0rtant) as in West v. Reid, 2 Halie, 249, wvhere, the mortgage of a policy
rifthe coftested by the assignees in bainkruptcy of the mortgagor, the solicitors%0 b~ Mortgagees Offered to pay a premium then coming due, if authorized to do1fart assignees , they, however, declined to interfere. The prenîiums were,~rortKa Paid bY the'mortgagees till thie life dropped, and it was held that the%0pi gees though flot entitled to the policy itself, had a lien for the premiumsth 'aWjvth interest. Lord justice Cotton (L.R., 34 Chy.D., 244), referring toSSe, thinks " lit rnight weIl be held that there were circumstances from whichltI8'1iatWould 1111l a request or a contract to pay these premiums if the policyP.aelY turned ou

thyr-nritý out to belong to the assignees and flot to the party making thet w 2rid Lord justice Bowen observes (P. 249): 11Wherever you find that
0k le f the property saved knew of the service being performed, you wiIlth -to ask Yourseif (and the question will become one of fact) whether under ail~tIayjutÏ1tances there was either what the law calis an implied contract foror a coftract which would give rise to a lien." Lord justice Fry, inL..p2- Cy.D.e* 561, refers to the law relating to "lconfusion :" "lIf I


