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oioODWILL-SALE OP I3VSINESS-VENDOR SOLICITING OLD CUSTOMERS.

In Cur? v. Webster (i904) i Ch. 685, the defendant had sold a

business carried on by himn to the plain tiffs, and hie subsequently
organized a lîmited company for the purpose of carrying on a

sirnilar business, and thereafter solicited custom from some of the
customers of his former business foi- the new company. The action
was, thei'efore, brought to restrain the defendant from soliciting
business from his former customers, and the only question was as
to the form of the injunction. For the defendants it was contended
that it should be limited 50 as flot to prevent the defendant
soliciting o]d customers, who, of their owri accord, had become
customers of the new company before any solicitation xvas made
to them, but Farwvell, J., decideci that there should be no such
limitation and granted the injonction in general ternis. restraining
the defendant from soliciting or directing, or suggesting solicita-
tion bx' travellers, or other agents of the company, of anv of the
customers of the business sold by him to the plaintifir

COSTrS-TAxATION-INSPECTIONi 0F PROPFRTY 1.1 QUEST!ON 131 CONSENT-

RULE 6 5 9 -(ONT. Rui.E 1096.)

hi çlwarh v En/isi Car(l G/othing- COa. (1904) 1 Chi. 702, ant
inspe1)ction- of the propcrty in question in the action hiad been
arrnLwec bctween the solicitors wvithout any order being obtained
tiiI(iU[ kule 659 (Ont. Rule io96), and oùi a taxation of costs the
MNa.ster hiad disalloved the costs incurred in the inspection, On
appeal, howvever, to Joyce, J., lie h&od that such costs wvere propcriv
taxable and considered it would be the worst possible precedct
to dlisallow such costs rncrely because the inspection ivas madle
without an ordler of the Court being obtainced.

COSTS REFUNDED ON REVERSAL 0F JUDGM.NENT-INrERE5T.

.S.C, P. 704j. Another peîîit of practice is cdeait with bv jovcc,
J., C01ncernling the righit t( interc.;t on costs. The actionwa
disrnissed %vitlî costs, and these cost -ývec paid by the plaintiff to
the dcfenclants with intercst to date. The Court of Appeal su])-

1ýeqnciitly revcrsedl tie judgrnent and cýrdlercdi the costs so paid to
he r-cfundi(cd, and the dlefendants rcpa;iid the suni tlie:, lm.d recý-ived
wi'tlî intcrcst to date. U-pon a furthcer appeal, the Ilotust of Lordls
restorecd the original judgincent, îlisilissi ng the action, anid the

-M


