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of lifeA madeinsurance to onepolicy payable no insurablehaving interest
insured, thereon,in the life who thepays premiums is a con-wagering

; and iftract the amount insured is paid contract,to him under the he
it for the insured,holds the benefit estate of theof after thededucting

byadvanced him.money

Equity, anBill in for Facts found the court.accounting. by
a Lawrence,The is creditor of the estate of Delinaplaintiff who

30, In 1883,died November 1883. the summer of the defendant
and in the ofMrs. Lawrence were office the anplaintiff, who was
officer of the Granite State Mutual Aid Association. In the

insurance,a aboutcourse of conversation Mrs. saidLawrence she
a ifwould take out the defendant wouldpolicy let her have the

“All like,He Be ifreplied, insured and I ’llmoney. right. you
let have the The defendant amoney.”. was Catholicyou priest,
and Mrs. Lawrence had been of hisone parishioners. He was not

her inrelated'to A wasany way. issuedpolicy thereupon theby
$4,000,association the life of Mrs.upon Lawrence for topayable

defendant,the one fourth for the benefit herof anddaughter,
three fourths for the benefit of the defendant. He thepaid pre-
miums and until herassessments death.

Suit was the defendant theby associationbrought against upon
the which was thepolicy, compromised to the defend-by payment

$1,300.ant of the sum of sumOf this paidhe the daughter
$375 and retained for ownthe balance his benefit.

• Cormier, Riedell, Sulloway Topliff,P. JohnOliver H. and Se
for the plaintiff.

Andrews,John H. for the defendant.

“*Per Curiam. a ofWhen insurance is effectedpolicy by any
another,his oron own life the life ofperson to be forexpressed

,. . .the of thirdbenefit a the for whoseperson bene-party
fit such is to beso made shallexpressed be entitled to thepolicy

insured,sum so the claims of the creditors or representa-against
Laws, 175,tives the the c. 2.of same.” Gen. s.party effecting

inThe facts as the case show that the wasreported insurance
effected Mrs. Lawrence on her forown life the benefit of theby
defendant, an andunbounded well faith thatupon thegrounded

andefendant would make of theequitable disposition proceeds.
It>is also consistent with the of thatthe case the defend-findings

have been with Mrs. Lawrence thepresent whenant’may policy

* pageSee foot-note on 80.
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it,of and adoptedinformednot, he was immediatelyIfissued.was
Mmand the principalinsurance makingtheinher act procuring

ain doesaspectTbe transaction legalin tbe policy.beneficiary
himselfif bad procuredit been bewould havewhatnot differ from

The statuteassent. referredMrs.with Lawrence’stbe insurance
intended toinsurance, and was not validitygivetoto relates legal

common-lawand toas contrarythat are void wagers,to contracts
defendant, who bad notbetoThis policy, payableprinciple.

Lawrence,but havewlio would acquired,of Mrs.in tbe lifeinterest
death,in her immediate wasan interestif contract wastbe legal,

case,a theis in such whenAnd it settledan contract.illegal
terms,to its that tbe residueaccordinghas been paidinsurance

tbebe recovered byan mayafter adjustmentequitableremaining
v.the insured.of Warnockadministrator of tbe estate person

Davis, 104 S. 775.U.
isestate appointed,of Mrs. Lawrence’san administratorWhen

bill;the andan amendment ofmade the plaintiff bybe bemay
aamended, countif necessary, byis further addingwhen tbe bill

received, willthere befor bad and judgmentin moneyassumpsit
bands,in the defendant’sfor tbe balancefor tbe remainingplaintiff

bisof payments, expensesafter an includingequitable adjustment
Mrs. Lawrence’sand what he paid daughter.

Case discharged.

Smith, J., did not sit: tbe others concurred.

& v. &a. Concord & Montreal a.Jones Railroad

onissue of new shares of stock an increase of the acapitalAn of corpora-
division of commontion is a the which can be takenpartial property,

the shareholders their oronlyfrom consentoriginal by by legal process-
contract of union of two railroad whichcorporations,A determines with
exactness the stockholders’ ofproportional theownership capital of the

but not for acorporation, providenew does different distribution of pre-
issued,afterwardsferred stock furnishes conclusive evidence nothat dif-

ferent distribution was intended.
to anrightTbe distribution of aunequal preferred stock of corporation

the is notstockholders established theamong by fact that different
of stockholders under their charter andclasses contract share unequally

in the dividends from the netderived earnings.
annual aA vote at the of tomeeting corporation increase the capital stock

unauthorized,is if the notice for the tomeeting omits state that it was
called for that purpose.


