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ferred. to Edge v. Nicoils, [1911] A.C. 693, to shew how asi
the Courts are to prevent inethods which are calculated toceive or mislead customers or the public. As to iwhat :is covE
by "goodwill," he referred to 'Mossop v. Mason, 18 Gr. 4Curi v. Webster, [1904] 1 Ch. 685; and Trego v. Hlunt, [18A.-C. 7. The plaintiffs should be at liberty to amend se aiinclude the Wayside Publishers Limited as defendants; and
order te be issued would restrain these defendants as well.junction granted restraining the defendants to the extent an(the manner set out in the notice of motion; but the plaini
must proceed to trial promptly, mnust deliver the statemei
daimwithin two days after notice of this order, join ifpromptly, and proceed te trial without delay. The costs of
incidentai te t"i application te be costs in the cause, unless
trial Judge should otherwise order. E. E. A. DuVernet, K
for the pla.intiffs. Grayson Smith, for the defendants.

CLARK V. ROBINET-MDDLETON, J., IN CHAMBERS-APTYU

Discovry-Examinagion of Plaintiff-Refusal to Anei
ii est ionsýe-Irrelevancy-Notice of Motion Io Dismias .ctioi

Falitre te Specift, Questions.] -Motion 'by the defendant te imiss, the action because of the refusai of the plaintif! te ansi
certain questions 'on examination for discovery. The Ieai
Judge said that since the argument he had read the plendii
and exarnination; and could neot see that the question,% wh
the plaintif! refused to answer were relevant to any of the imn
raised on the pleadings. The motion, therefore, failed, and inbe dîsmissed, with cost-s to the plaintif! in any event. 1learned Jadge called attention to the extremnely inconvenii
practice followed in this case, of omitting to 8pecify in the notof motion the quiestions which the defendant sought to comupel 1
plaintif! to anhwer. F. D. Davis, for the defendant. 'r
McCarthy, for the plaintif!.

REm Souî1TiAAiI AqN",%CAKEN-MID>LETON, J., IN Cn'IAMBMç
AI>azL 9.

WliI - Contkttction -Precaotj Trust. - An applicatj
by the vendor, under the Vendors and Purchasers Act, turn
by consent into an application for the construction of the. wof David Soullière, under Con. Rule 938. The testator gave
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