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390,000 souls, where 700 burials took place annually in the churchyard, the court

vould not issue a mandamus ordering the interment of a man in an iron coffin.
est,]., said: “The consequence of enforcing such a mode of burial would p;oc-l
_ JCe great public inconvenience; for in a few years the churchygrd would be fille ¢
2 great additional expense cast upon parishioners in providing other places Of
“Mal for parishioners.” Because a churchyard is not the excluswg property o
One 8eneration, but is the common property of the dead, the .11v1ng, and the
8enerations yet unborn, one cannot build therein a brick grave without the con-
Sent of the proper authorities (Gilbert v. Buzzard, 3 Phil., 335)- Fn Englan'd, by
Statute, burial boards may sell the exclusive right of burial either in perpetuity or
o & limiteq period, in any part of any burial ground provided .by such boardl (Ig
~I6 Viet, o 85, s. 33). Our statute authorizes deeds granting the lot of lan
tself to the purchaser, his heirs and assigns (s. 15). : d
In Tlinois, a court of equity will enjoin the owner of land from defacing axlll
Neddling with, graves on land dedicated to the public for burial purposes, Elt‘the
Suit of any parties having deceased relatives or friends buried‘ therein. .(T e
;ep?rter does not say what the court would do were the relatives and friends
Uried not deceased) (Davidson v. Reed, 35 A.L.J., 157). - ched off to
hen we had pursued our meditations thus far, we naturally switched 0

,t hink of the monument that would be erected over our grave, and of th.e epita}fll;
anét lying living friends will put over us lying dead below. ‘For man 1s a no
im

th a.l, Splendid in ashes’ and pompous in the grave." Itis satis.factory to knOW
tombstones can now be had on the “instalment plan,” like pianos and sewing
AChines; but it is unsatisfactory to learn that the vendor of th? tablet r'na);
:nter upon your lot and remove it, should your sorrowing }mdow.or {mpecux}:iou
“Presentative neglect to pay the instalments. A point might arise if the widow
dcteq Without the consent of the representative (Fletcher v. Evans, 140 Mass.,
0. Under our Act the directors of the cemetery company have power t(;'
;n 2k by-laws for managing the grounds, and for regulating the erectlor}lazv
Smbs, Monuments, or grave-stones (R.S.0,, c. 175, s. 27). At c.ommon the
‘ulf- Patishioner had no power to decide what should be placed on his g;:tlzz’rally
e "Mate control over that was reserved for the ordinary; Sc;l'o;llecemeteries
wo otS to find that the legislature, in passing the Act under whic the man-
aere t0 be created to take the place of churchyards, would reserve to lesiastical
algxers of the cemetery a control analogous to that exercised by the ecc -el Board
thorities at common law over churchyards (McGough v. Lancaster Buria ’
T 21 QB.D, at p. 328. . ' .
Ve ¢Gough paid tg t?le Iiancaster Burial Board a guinea, an.d hl;ec?“{)euii; f:: na
Cei’tal}ce granting to him, his heirs and assig.ns, the exclusive rig htobe horcafter
is.sualn Plot, subject to the regulations then in force or which tr)nlg 3 or other com-
Det: With regard to interments in the cemetery by the burial hqa;‘l he accordingly
diq nt authOrity. He obtained leave to put up a grave-stone, W l:ect the wreath a
81&; ¢ afterwards placed upon the grave a wreath, and to pro . The board
‘lev: Shade, and to protect the glass shade, a galvanized wire cove eg;.er s they
T alloweq the placing of glass shades on graves in their cemetery,




