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fIn ri Datosoi, Jolknstoit v, 1h1, 39 Chy. D. 155, the principal questiôi %vas,
w%,hether, for the purpase of maintaining a bequest, %vhichi w'as piliie fiaci voici
Cor reniotetncss, it lis admissible to prove the tenant for life, ta whose grandchil-
dren the bequest Nvas made, w'as past child-bcaring at the tinme of the tcstator'S
death, Chitty, J., held that the evidcnce %vas flot admissible.

hi UVman . Kng/d, y>, Chy. D. 165, it %vas held by Chitty,J.tatltug

for the purpose of rccoverinig land thic oId \v'rit of assistance lias beeni superseded
by the %%,rit of possession, the %v'rit may still bc issued for the purpose of r.caver- ý
ing possession of, and preserving, chattels, \which hiad been ordered ta bc
deli-ved ta a r-ecei%'er. l'le chattels in question wvere securities and documents
of ttlc, lockcd up in the sale of an absconding trustee.
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ltre Jf'inchdeéa, 39 Chy. D). 168, a persoii, wvho %vas a trustee of a terni,
upon trust ta apply the renits in paying the interest duc on inortgages made by
a cestuî que trust, and of the prerniums on policies of insurance etYectcd by thr
xnortgagor as collateral sccurity for the mortgages. The rents hiaving hecome
insufficient, tlic trustec, in order to prevenit onc of the policies fromi lapsing, paid

* a prcmium out af his own moncys. I-le did this without any) request froni theà
mortgagee or mnortgagor. The life insured havinig ciropped, the trustce claimed
a lien on the procccis of the policy for the preniiuin so paid b)' bui as against
the nîortgagces ,but it Nvas lheld by North, j., that lie %vas neot entitlcd ta the lien,
hie flot bcing a trustec of the policy' and that the riglit of a trustc ta be indern-
nified, out of his trust fund, for rnoney cxpended by buii in its preservation, is
strictly litniited ta the trust fund.ci The case lis a liai-d one, but the lawx sceins ta
bc sounld.
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In re Clwr/i/i-li, lLusjv. 39rhii Ch» .D- 74, North, J., eld that
surety ta the Crown, %vlo lias paid the debt of his deceased principal, is entitlcd 1

ta the Crowvn's priority ii: the administration of the prineipal's estate. See atet j
ý'J

PP. 431, 487.
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1?ooby v. WatdSOI, 39 Chy. D, 178, was an action against the executor of a
solicitor for niegligence in tnaking an investr-nenit for the plaintifr on a martgage
security. It appeared by the evidence that the plaintiff had approved of the
inortgage, and that the solicitor merely did the legal part of the business, and
was flot in the position af a trustee, It wvas helci by Kekewich, Jthat the

Il


