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1 II al drawv attent il)n to 1lt'e ablsenice of any' aiffdavit by
the deufenidant t omrpany that the particulars ase1 o r

necessary(l for aredng

This omission is sug,-gestive in faice of the telegram, of
teplaintiff's solicitors. Foloin m previous decision

iii pabuigv. amuianPnrf&'Rw, Co., 9 0. \V. R. 8-éo,
Itikthet motion shouild be dismissed with costs in the

cause, and 1hw statemrent of defenee shOuld be deiîvered
in tel) days.

This ig wvithout prejudice to a similar motion after dis-
covery has heen had if defemidants think it necessary.

HO';. MaR. JUSTICE LACPR. SEPTEMBER '25TIH, 1912.

WILLAM IEACE CO. v. WILLIAM PEAýCF.

An s~f o fr Inrigewo of zont 111~et1 MOIhetrips,
for ait lnijurironi rti*trmminmý inifnir h%, the diefenidarit of Such

W.eaghe-r -tripa ili 1niruUtn, awl for damagin--.
LÂTHVODJ.. foond do-fendanlot guiltv off infrlngilng hi, cove-

rimnts wltik p1iintiff o-um;»rniy thiat 1w would flot engage- in bliiress
wlthjni tive- ile, of ilamiillgon for 10 yenr. nr alil-w i, ninetl, to IV-

iuNed iin tiny- similar buimvss alid glantedi ani injune-tio as prayed.,
with tosta,

T. KhboI.C.. for the plainitiLT.
A. )Ier for the deihfendant.

io.Ma. JivsrwE 1ArIoD imtend to rl-erve my
de ajo s tl, whethc thederdiant lia, heen gult f anly

infrigeiricnt of i-ither lf thel- pa;t,-nts %%h11,1 Ilu trans;ferred(
to thef p):ýlaitiTrnp v t hur ohse f thet casev Inay,

hoievr, owlw dste of.- Thtl m-venant on the part of
thef dofondanit cozîtaitwd iii theagenn inie in April,

108, lias to) 1w crnsýtrued strict v Si, maiich is in) favour
of thed dfrendant 1fie udortnok fr gold vonsideoration tnt
to enignge, in anyv busineszs for thie nmmnfactiire of weaither-
stripm within the ith (,f Ilamilton or within 1ve- milek of
ther limita of ther Praid eityv during the period cof ten ye-ars
from thie datte of t, agreement. lie furtiier eoven.ante'd
thent hi, would xnoi allow hi.; name to ho iised in connection


