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nesa under the naine of <John Cash à Bons, whieh business
has been bought, and 'vas now owned by the. plaintiffs. Bar-
Wood Cash had been an employee of John Cash & Sons, and on
leavïn-g* th7at -firm, thad prornoted anid règiistired the défendant-
company to carry on the sarne kind of busines as that of John
Cash & Bons. Joyce, J., held that althougb lie -had the right
to carry on business in hum own naine, yèt that the defendant
eompany had no right to take a naine whieh rnight have the 4
effeet of deceiving or nîisleading the publie into the belief that
there was morne ionneetion between the defendants' and the
plaintifsé' busines, Rnd that it 'vas quite irnîaterial that John
Harwood Cash wi.. a proinoter or member of the defendant J
conipany.

ViDnAND PluacHAszEE-TITLr--DEIPEVT IN TiTLE-AGBBMENT
BY VENDOR NOT TO INTERFEXE WITH LIOIIT TO AD.JOINING3 ~ ~
FER Ebtr,-DRATN. f

Pent8e v. Tiwker (1907) 2 Ch. 191 was an application in
the nature of an appeal fromn the. eertificate of a master on ~a
reference as to titie. The premises in question were sold under ~11
ail open contract, and on a reference as to titi. the vendor j
produced au agreernent inade with an adjoining proprietor by
which, in effeot, the vendor had agreed not to interfere with
the. lights of the adjoining premises, and it also appeared that
beneath the premises a drain rail which served two adjoining
houses. Warrington, J., held that both these facts constituted
objections to the titie- the agreemnent operating as a restric-
tion on the enjoyrnent of the prernises sold, and the common
drain heing by statute vested in a municipal authority, so as
to prevent the vendor îroin i.onvcying ail that he h4d contracted
to selL

STAYîNG OCIN-AS F ACTION ARISING OUYT 0r TRE JURIS-
DICTION-DEPEeDANT TEMPOIL\RUX WITHTN JtRISDXCTON-
ABuFSEi 0F PRocEss op~ COURT.

In Egbert v. Short (1907) 2 Ch. 205 the defendant applied
to stay, or dieu. as, the'action as being arý abuse of the procees
of the Court. The defendant wua a solicitor practising in
M.,adras, and vas trustee of a deed of separation nmade between
the plaintiff and her husband who 'vas an American domiciled
in India, The action 'vas brolight for negligenee on the part


