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>DLETONý, J. :-The material in support of the motion is an
it by the plaintiff, who bases Mia belief that the defen-
edition of 1912 has been produ<*d in violation of the

Df the injunction, upon the repetition in the 1912 edition
ierous misprints and errors said to exist lu the 1911 edi-
Fifty-four such errors or misprints are particularised.
the time of tthe pronouncing of the j udgment-the 4th

ry, 1912-thie defendant had a 1912 edition well under
rith his printers, Warwick Brothers and Rutter. This
[ was in large mieasure derived front and basvd upon the
idition. When the judgmient was pronounced, sud the
~ant learned of 'his failure în the action and of the fact
1 further use of the 191.1 edition was prohibited, hie deter-
to compile anew the material neeessary for the publica-
a new edition. The îiunction lu no way prevented this,

C, as thie compilation used in 1912 was based upon the re-
E original inquiry and work. Rie, accordingly, on the
nuary-thie day after the pronouncing of the judgînenit-
Lphed to his correspondenta in each o! the Provinces, other
ýntario, to have prepared a complete new lust o! barristers,
udges, court officials, etc., for the respective Provinces.
[Iowed these telegramns hy letters advising o! the holding

trial, whieh necessitated the preparation of new lists
t reference to the plaintiff's book or the defendant 's

!dition. T'his correspondence is produced. The original
tiruisbed by the different correspondent,; are also pro-
;and the majorlty o! the errors or alleged errors said to

timon to both editions, and upon whichi the plaintiff's
is now based, are found to exist in the material so fur-

in satisfied, fromn thie material produced, that the list pub-
in 1912 le snbstantially based up-orî the new mnateriald go

ed.
on the argument this was practieally eoneeded by the
Lff's cotunsel; but he stiil urges that on close scrutiuy
i remnains to indicate that some improper use mnuat have
rade of the prohibited material. This necessitates a some-
careful uerutiny of the 54 cases alleged. Fortunately
admit of some classification.
the first place, items 1, 2, 3, 4, 28, and 40 relate toe

ffigo! the names o! towns. The defendant contends,
tikrig4itly contends, that this is not within the scope


