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Landiord and tenant-Covenant to leave premises in repair-.-
Lien upon lessec 's mach inery-S-Insurance by lessee-Fire--
Re-iiistafrneîit of premises-Application of insurance monee
-nsolveiicy UTnliqitidated dam ages -Admnission of to
proof-Aidî,ances upon seccnrity of logs-Bqnk Act-Sale
of lunmbcr to bc menuifacturc-d- ;(i,~anc#s biy pvrchaser-
Lien on logs.

A lessee eovenanted for hirnself and assigns that buildings
of the lessor on the premises at flhe date of the lease would be
Ieft on the prernises in as good repair as they then were, also,;
that machinery of the lessee woiild flot be removed from the'
premises during- the terni without the lessor's consent, but theï
samne should be held by the lessor as a lien for the performance
of the lessee's covenants and for any daniage from their breach.
Under a deed of assignrnent for the benefit of the lessee's credi-
tors, the lease became vested in the truistees. A tire subsequently
oeeurring whiel destroyed the buildings and machinery, iVsur-
anre on the latter wvas paid to the trustees. The lessor de-
inanded 'of the trustees that the insurance be applied in re-in-
stating the buiilding-s or the machinery. By 14 Geo. MI. c. 78,
s. 83, insurance companies are authorized and required upon
request of a person interested in or entitled unto a
house or other buiildin'g which may be burnt down or damaged
by fire to cause the insurance money to be laid out and ex-
pended towards rebuilding, re-instating, or repairing such house
or- buildings.

IIeld, 1. Without deeiding- whether the Act xvas in force in
this province, that the lessor was not entitled to the benefit of
it. the Act not applying to machinery which belonged to the
lessee, and the lessor flot having made a request upon the in-
surance eompany as provided by the Act..

2. Even had the insurance been upon the buildings, the
]essor wonld have had no eqfity to it, there being no covenant
by the lessee to insure for the former's benefit.

3. The lessor was not entitled to prove for damages against
the estate, no breaeh of the lessee's covenants bein," possible


