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against the plitfs and that the plaintiffr sare ot ,epju
dloed by Buoh joinder if it should be held that the oontract suêd
upozi waa not a joint contract and that thesaaid SA.Vaaey l

~ '~ fot liable thereon, and in that case the uefendant F. Griffiths hs
to pay nis co-defenadant, S. A. Vasey, his cos subjeot Vo any right
of contribution one rnay have againat the other,"1 and the plaintiff
wua ordared Vo pay Griffiths the aosta of the appeal in any event.
This seemns an anoinalous proeeeding and we have referred to it
more at length on another page.

NUISANCE--CHILDEN'S HOSPITAL FOR SURGICAL TREATU.ENT OF
TuBzBCtLosis--Risz or iNFrmcTiON-LzAspF-RuITitienr

4 COVENANTs-BUZLDING SCHIME-CONVEYANCB 0r REVER-
siot;-HOUSE NoT TO BF usuD OTHRwisE THAN AS PRIVATE
DWELLING-INJtNCTJON.

Frost v. The King Edward VIL. T4elsh National Asgociatiot,
(1018) me Ch. 180: This was au action to restrain the defendants
from .-arryig on a children's hospital for the surgical treatment
of tuberculosia, on two grounds, (1) that the hospital was a
nuisance; (2) t"it the defendants were bound by a restrictive
covenant flot Vo i . the premises in question othei wise than for
a private residence. Eve, J., who tried the action, held thât no
cse of nuisance had been made out; but, oit the second ground,
he granted an injunction suspending its operation for six rnonths.

àt;The factq relating to Vhe restrictive covenant ini respect of wb.ich
the injunction wau granted were soxnewvhat complicate , The

M premises in question were originally demised in 1887 for a tern
of 99 years 8ubject to a covenant by the lessee not to carry on any
offencive business. The reversion was afterwards in 1889 con veyed
ta Mis. Wilson, who covenanted with the grantors for the bene-

fit of the.mselves and tho clainiing under them flot te iwe the
premises otherwise than for a dwelling; she then in 1893 conveyed
the reversion to the lessee who covenanted to indeinnify her against

â; her covenant. The lesses being then owner of the fee conveyed Vto
Vhe defendants, and it was held that they were bound by the
0ovenant in the IeaBe Of 1889, the preinises in question being
the subject of a building scheme )f whiýcl. the plaintiff's property
wa8 part,

I re Rurnhatn, Carrick v. Carrick (1918) 2 Ch. 196. In this
case Ssîrgant, J., in considering a ivili, hoide that for the purpose
Of determining the meaning of the word "issue" in a will the
context may be Iooked at, and where it is apparent from other


