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4' the plaintiffs that the business was being carnied on did not in

j any way render them assenting parties. The decisions of Keke-
wich, J., In~ rf Brooksa (1894) 2 Ch. 600, and of the Irish Master of
the Roits In re Hodges (1899) 1 I.R. 480, were held to be bad Iaw.
Et the plaintiffs had made any claim to the assets which had

i accrued from the subsequent carrying on of the business, that
j migbt have amnpunted to concurrence in the carrying on of the

1 business, but there was no evidence that tthev had done so.

LUNATIC--RE,&L ESTATE-ETATIZ TAIL--POWER TO BAR ENTAIL
A -LNA&cy tcT, 1891 (54,-55 VricT., c. 65) s. 27-RE SETTLE-

MENT OF PROCEEDS.

ire E. D. S. (1914) 1 Ch. 618. In this case the Court, of
V. ~ Appeal (Cozens-Hardy. M.R., and B-.ckley and Phillimore,

L.JJ.) held that thiere is .urisdiction under the Lunacy Act, 1891
:1 ~(54-,55 'Vict., c. 65) s. 27,«to authz)rize the eommittee of a lunatic
j to sell the lunatic's estîâte tail, and for that purpose to bar the
j entail, and that. under ordinary circumnstanees, the proceeds of

the sale should be resettled by the Judge under his general juris-

diction, lo that the remainderman may flot be prejudiced.

NUISANCE,-OBSTRUC-TION 0F HÎGHiWAY--THENIýrRE-COLLEÇrION
0F CRo>WD BEFORE OPENING 0F DOOMS-INTERFERENCE WITH
ACCES'S TO ADJAiCENT PREMISES-I-4J"7CTlON-POLICF, REGU-

LATION.
Lcîv. Guiliver (1914) 1 Ch. 631. The defendants in this

case carried on a theatre on prernises near those of the plaintifs8.
In order to attend the theatre crowds assembled morning andtii afternoon in the street dvr--ig important periods of the (lay in

such large numbers that access to and egres8 from, the plaintiffs'
premîses were seriously intcrfered with. The plaintiffs claimed
that the defendants were guilty of causing an actionable nuisance
andi they claime<I an injunction. Joyce, J., tried the action and
at his suggestion the defendants undertook to open their doors

t an hour befors, the commencement of the perforine. He
therefore refused an injuncàon and awarded nominal damnages.
From this decision thý defendants appealed, contending that they

I were lawfully carryi-ig on their business in the ordinary way, av d
that as t he police had undertaken to regulate the crowd the de-
fendants were flot responsible. The Court of Appea! <Cozens-
Hardy, M.R., and Eady and Phillimore, L.JJ.) held, (Philliinore,

~~ L.J., dissenting), that the defe:idanis had connnitted an action-
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