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* RESTRAl'* 0V 'rRAIflS-COV VENANT "; RZS*r5àINL' OF T'kAI)I-PAJk'AL RKEWL'.AINT-

PUBJLIC POLleY.

In iNordeitf.-d v. Maxiim, NVord.onfodt Gwi Co., (1894) A.C. 535;
i i R. Jan. ilthe House of Lords (Lord Herschell, .L.C., and Lords
WVatson, Ashbourne, Macnaghten, and Morris) have afflrmed the

judginent of the Court of Appehi, (1893) 1 Ch.- 630 (r.oted ante.vol.
29, P. 359). The patentee and manufacturer of guns and amn-
mutnition for the purposes of war covenanted with a coînpany, to
wvhich his patents and business had been transterred, that hie
would not for twenty years engage, except on behaif of the
comlpany, ini the manufacture of guns or -ammnunition. The
action was brought for an injunction to restrain the violation
(iof this covenant. The Court of Appeal held the plaintiffs en-ttied to succeed, and the House of Lordshaeafmete
dlecision on the ground that the covenant, though unrestricted
as to space, wvas flot, having regard to the nature of the busi-
ness and the limited number of cistomiers, wider than wvas
necessary for the protection of the comipanv, nlor injurious te
the public interests. The judgrnents of their lordships contain
an elaborate review of the cases on this branch of the law.

Ifli IoRý ANDHC II0-A TESI >11 w d: PARISE~R- PR INul lAI. ANID
SU:KI EY - GîVîsN. i îNîE-RE.A-SP OP SURETl.

Ini Rouse v. Bradford Basiking Co., (1894) A.C. 586 -,6 R. Nov.
,51, the House of Lords <Lord Herschell, L.C., and Lords W'at-
son), Ashbourne, Macnaghten, and Morris) have affirmed the
decision of the Court of Appeal, (1894) 2 Ch. 3i2 (noted ante vol.
30, p). 586), but flot precisely on the saine ground. The question,
it ii ay be remnembered, was whether a joint debtor who, by
arrang 'emient Nvi hi the other joint debtors, had occomne a surety
for the debt h td been dischm-ged by reason of tirne havjng been
given to lus co-debtors by the creditor, after notice oîthe arrange-
nient between the 'joint debtors. The decision of the Court of
Appeal was based on the fact that though time was given to the
other debtors, yet by the ternis of the arrangement it was pro-
vided that the co-debtors would indem-nify the surety against the
debt, and that so long as they kept him indemnified hie should
flot be entitled to require themn to pay the debt, and that, there.
fore, the giving of time to the principal debtors did not, under
these circurnstancgts, release the surety. The House of Lords,


