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without the latter's consent, 'l'le principal quecition discussed
in the case iq whether or flot the contract wvas reason able,a n c whether
the want of limi~tation as to tirne, rendercd it void, and whtther the
limnitation.-as.to.space was unireasonable. The -Court -of- A ppeal
(Lind!ey, M.R. and Rigby and Romer, L.Jj.) agreed with Stirling,
J, tilat the contract %vas flot open to objection on either of these
grounds, and that the plaintif %vas entitied to a perpetual injunýtion
against its breach. lEvidence %vas tendered of persons in the manie
trade as the plaintiff as to the reasonablenless of the ternis of the
contract, but the Court of Appeal held that the question of ',he
reasonableriess and unrecasonabletness of such contracts is one of 1aw
depending on the truc construction of the contract, ani that sudlý
evidence Was therefore inadmissible.

PAYMENT OF PRIOR CH*ARGE.S OS SETE STATe >f SEITl.O)IZ E~v~
ANCH OF MIR'I*(.AGEI) PROPE8RT-INTENrION 'ro KEEP m'H vE IE

In Giffird v. iivzrit' (899 2 Ch. 32, the facts of the case
were, that the plaintiff heing entitled to a reversionary interest in
a mortgaged estate, and subsequently exectited a niarriage settic-
ment wvhcreby the property was conveyed to the trustces of ii
insolvent subject to the rnortgage. The settlor afterwards paid oh'
the mortgage, intending to keep the charge alîve for his own bcem fit.
but by mnistake took a conveyance of the land absolutely dischargç d
fromn ail principal and interest sccured by the inortgage. 'l'le
present action was therefore brought by the settlor for the purpose
of obýainin- a declaration that, notwithstanding such czm)tveyanice,
the am-ount paid to redeeni the m-ortgage debt wvas stili a subsisting
charge iii favour of the settior in priority to the settiement. Nortb,
J. held that the plaintiff vvas entitled to the declaration asked.

TRADE UNION -" WATVHING OR HEFSKTT1N<i '-INJUNCTION-~O~'N' ANfl

PROTIECTION 0ie PROVRfTrV 1875 38 & 39 viert. c., K6) S.. 7.-&CR. voilE
s. 5-13 (fD.

In C1?u?'jock, v. Court (i899) 2 Ch. 35, the plaintiff applied rt1 -
an interlocutory injunction against the defendants who w &'rc
memrbers of a trade union, to restrain themi from %vatching and
besetting a Iandînig stage where workmeii coniing from Ireland to
work for the plaintiffs landed, in order to induce them to go elme-
wvhere to work. Stirling, J., held that thc plaintiffs were entltled to
the injuniction, and that the action of the defendants wvas a breachi


