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RECENT DECISIONS.

have laid out under an), circumstances in poles, etc.; (à) nuisance, in that the poles and
adve,.tisements and the matters connected hoarding produced a constant rattling and
With their business, and ciyou cannot antici- creaking noise, and thus caused an intolerable
Pate damages. "-P. i 8o. nuisance to him and his tenants. Fry, J.

WILL- SURVIVOI? OR SURVIVORS-.** held (i.) plaintiff failed as regarded thetrespass,
In the next case, ini re Lbrner's estate, a for-" it 's familiar law that an action of tres-

t'StatO1r left his estate to trustees to pay the pass cannot be hrought by any person except
IcOrne to his four chilrden during their lives, the person in possession :" (ii.) plaintiff failed

'11d) in th event of any o ne or more of his as regarded the nuisance, for it was necessary
'aid children dying without îeaving children for him to show either actual injury to the
*hO should attain twenty-one, then he direct- reversion, or that the erection was of such a
ed that the share of such of them so dying permanent nature as to be necessarily injuri-
ShOuld be in trust for the "survivor or survi- ous to the reversion. " Perhaps in substance

Vosjof his said children during their lives, these two things are the same," p. 198. He
Ond after their deaths, their respective shares had shewn neither. As a recent case in our
shOuîd be in trust for their respective children, courts of alleged nuisance arising from noise
'ln the heirs, executors, administrators, and we may refer to Ha/ha lc'ay v. DOz, 28 Gr. 46 1:
assige5 of such children. Trhere was no gift 6 App. 264.

0*l Hall, V. C. hield, that the words "4 sur- WILL--CoUSINS.
vO or survivors " must be so read, and not In the last case in this number, in re Bn
atother or others, so that the issue of a 1ner, P. 201, the testator made by his will an

Cýhild, Who had predeceased the other three anxious provision for his "second cousins."
ehildren of the testator, were excluded from As a matter of fact, at the date of the will he
Ithheriting the shares of the said other three had no second cousins, nor had he any at his
Ceh'idren on their dying without issue. He death ;but he had no less than eleven first
Said that Iooking at ail the auithorities and ail cousins once removed living at the date of histhtOpnin expressed by the jugs ewl.Citty, J., followed Viade v. #bowks, 9t h p i n it h o s t t o h l - l a j u e h o e wi l i . C ha f a~h O g ~ ~ h e o u g t w h o d t a t w h e t h s le i m 3 8 6 , in h o ld in g th a t " o n a f ir c o n -
1Iretcutnc to be relied uipon is the fact of 1 sideration of the wiIl with reference to the
g 8ft tO survivors for life with remainder to'facts as proved," the first couisins ()ne removed

ehldrei the word - suirvivors " must have were entitled.
0 t it is natuiral and ordinary mieaning,-- We can now proceed to the Fehrtiary- ium

'a4tg in Lui-ena v. Lu-ena, 1, R. 7 Ch. 1.). ber of the Q. B. Div., comprising 8 Q. B. 1).255 the M.R calîs this a manifestly absuird p). 69-166. Curiously enough, however, thereýi, leadln moianit'estly asidconsequen- jappears to b nyone case i hsnme
£e&a In the couirse of the jujdgm-ent iVake v. requiring notice here, viz.: Rosenhurgh v. Cook,,1-R. 2 Ch. 1). 348 is cited, where 1). 161, those cases referring to practice con-
oel 7 1, . held that where there is a gift tained in it having been already noticed among

fliUt beread"othrs."VENDO<R ANI) PURCHASER-SALE 0F POSSICSSORY TITS.E.

in ~<p, In Rosenberg v. Cook the Court of Appeal
ti Ws ,1erv. Ura/'trei. p. 193, the plain- decided that, where a vendor sold land
le t OWfler in fée of a cottage, which was described in the particulars as " freehold

th eel tenant. He alleged against building land," and the purchaser did flot ob-
ç,eftdant (i.) trespass, in that the defen- ject to the title until after the time limited bythderected on his land a hoarding on the conditions of sale, although notified by


