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late Act, who decided in favour of the contention of the registrar.
"M The solicitor who ordered the abstract appealed, and the. appea1

was heard by Mr. justice Robertson on the 28th uit., who reversed
the finding of the Inspector, but refused costs of the appeai, as
the question was a iiew one and not at ail free from, doubt. It i
uniderstood to be the intention to takke the case to the Diviysional
Court. Whatever the decision upon this mooted point may bel
the profession xvill be greatly interested in it.
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COVENANT- -RsRiroFT,>- .iEsNBECONA'.

In Rogers v. .laddocks (1892), j Ch. .346, the plaintiff claixned
an injunction to restrain a breach of covenant flot to carry on a
particular business. The plaintiff was a brewer, and engaged
the defendant as his traveller to procure orders from and sel
malt liquors, and also, if required by the plaintiff, aerated waters,
etc., to the ciass known as xvholesale purchasing agents. The
defendant agreed that for two years after the termination of his
ernployment with the plPintiff he would not be concerned in .3eli-
ing nmalt liquors or aerated waters, etc., within a cerf-ain district.
During hîs eniployment with the plaintiff, the defendant 'vas.
ilever called on to seli anvthing but malt liquors, and it 'vas
alleged that the plaintiff had no business for the sale of aerated
waters, etc. After ieaving the plaintiff's ernploy, the defendant
becarne a traveiler for rival brewers within the prescribed dis-
trict, and the plaintiff claimed an injunction to restrain hini froin
so doing. The defendant contended that the restriction was too-
xvide, and therefore void. Stirling, J., construed the covenant as,
only prohibiting the defendant from sellîng whoiesale within the

Ey prescribed lirnits, and held that the stipulation as to aerated
waters, etc., wvas severable, and he granted an interim injunction,
aniy restrainitig the defendant from selling malt liquors whoie-
sale. Froin this order the defendant appeaied, and by agree-
ment the appeai was treated as the triai of the action. The

î Mil, Court of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes, and Smnith, L.JJ.) differed frorn
Stirling, J., and were of ophilion that the covenant restrained the
defendant froni selling both retail and whoiesaie within the pre-
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