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pany; Wallace v. Tize Aiutornatie ma-
chi-nes Covmpany, 633 Law J. Rep.
Cliane. .598, -%'hich ?.,hows that a deben-
ture-hiolder inay realise the ful] value
of his security on the winding up of
the conipany, tlxough at thait dlate the
time fixed for payinent of the princi-
pal bas not yet airrived. Iii some re-
spects llIie Izduzstiial and General

rrwtv. T/he South A'rnricrn azil
Jkicxicaa Gorparny, 613 Law J. Rep.
Chiane. 169, is a iiiost important case,
e-: ît shows that, wh ere the asset-i are
of a mercantile nature and diflicuit to
reauize by an officiai, the Court will
not always oust the debeuture-hold-
ex-s' receiver in favor of the officiai
receiver.-L«Àw Journal (Enga.

NOTES Or RECTENT ENGLISEI CASES.

211E true test of the validity of a
covenant whvlieh is in restraint of trade

-w'htherthe restraint ho general or
partial-is, -wlîetlîer it is or is not rea-
soîîable-i.e., if it is not more thanl is
reasonably necessary for the protec-
tion o? the covenantee, and is not iu-
jurious to the interests of the public,
the covenant, îay bc uimiiiteil lu
point of space. lu ear]3- tinies. al
agreemients lu restraint of trade would
have been hield bad, whether general
or restricted ini arxca The first excep-
tion was muade in Tavor of covenants
where the részGraint of trade w-as lihuit-
ed bo a particular place. Mitchell r.
Reynold'l 1P1. Wins, 1-81. The difi-
culty o? applying this rule wvilI ead to
each case i)eiflC cOn'Sidered on the facts
iflvolve(l. and the- rai,. is mow,-is the
restraint riasonabie or- not'i Ifoner
r. Gravesq, li Bin. 735. The restraints
-ire liail unless thecy are n:uturail, aind
miot uini-casonalile for the protection of

the parties, iii dealîng iegaliy with
some subj)ect iiiittei' of conLtract. Lea-
ther Clotlî L'o. v. Loi-sont, LR. 13 Eq.,
345. Nordenfelt v. Maixini. etc., Co. 11
Rl. Jan. 1.

IN an- appeau f roi the SUI)renie
Court of Cape Coiony. the Judicial
Conmittee hiave hiad to consider the
issuing of comipaiy's, shares at a -lis-
count. It n'as hield that the ilirectors
were not ait liberty to issue fuily paid
shares ait a discount, and were, there-
fore, liable for the difference betweeil
the price at w'hichi they were actually
issued, anud the par value; lait thiey
were not, lable for the différence bz-
tw-een the par value aind any highier
ainount w'hichi the shares nu-ighlt h-ave
fetched on tlie miarkct. Hirsehe r'.
Sins, Il R.- Jan. 44.

On appeal froim Vaughlanl willianms
J. ieid bv the Court o? Appeal in
Te Southx Aiierican and -Mexicain Ci).
(1i R. Jan. 91), t.hat a judgienit of
consent operates as au eitoppel ihf4r
parlesi as iinucli as a judgzinent w~hich
lias been arrived ait by the Court, after
exereisingr its imdi on the mniatters-- in
contx-overs3y.

T.1HE prop)i-ietor1s of - York-lîir e-
lishi " obtaiined ani iint,(riinî inJunction
against another firii, culn-a sun1ii-
lai- article under that ziainie, altlîough.l
the labels anîd wi-appers wcre different
The rule uvas ticduced, tiait the mnaker
o? a secret preparation, or o? a patent-
cd article. msav; whlile the -iecret i-e-
mains uîî'hlscovered, or the patent is
uinexpired, olitain an injunction tb re-
strain the- sale of a iliffreilt kziud
Of article passcol off under tiie naine
lw- which the article uvazs knnilwi. Po-
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