
'New% Springs at Caledonila," instoad cf -'in cailudoniia» '111
lefendants might have said with pefc oretn \ ew
prings at Caledonia Sprinigs,» for thie phriase -"caliedonia

ýpriings " means not only thie springs of water, but t1ikeplâ
lneighho)(urhood where't' areo siit. il, dfcnii&i

[escrip)tion of their water as wvater f ront -The 'Nuw Sprinigs at,
,'aledoiiia>' is a perfuictly truc and cuaedeýscriptii nsd
nie which clearly and sufiliceintly distinguihslu it froin thou
olaintiffs' water. It was .oniteiidedl that defenIdantsI hatd lig
iglit to uise the word " Caledonia " at ail in designating theiir
7ater. But, the defendantsi'sprigs being at caleduIinia, thiey
ave a riglit to say so, taking care Vo) distinguish, thein f ront;
h.ose of the plaintifl's at t1w samie place. Sig r g. co. v.
'00g. 8 A\pp. Cas. 15, 27, :3, 38,. 39. referred to.

It was also eontended thiat tliemkeu of dle-
icndanits' goods, was ealculated to deeive the, public,
ecanu the bottles used were simiilar. But it waS ilet
hewn thiat plaintifrs' bottles were in any wvay pecul-
ar i forxn, size, or colour, or different fromi b i ii
Dinunon uise for the sale of other waters. It was daid ht iL
'as commiion to put sucli goods on ice, and thiat thie labels then
9,ne off, and the custoiner mnighit bc deceived, but it is: neit
lewn that defendants did thiings of thiat kind. See obse-4rva-
mns of Lords Maenaghten and IDavey in PIayton v. Sniefl-
)g, [1901] A. 0. 308. Therefore, the whole of theu 4th nwmn-
Dr of the injunetîin was unwarranted. -No part of th -)tli
wexber can be ntintained as against any of thedendts
re ot the defendants, except Tune &t Son, lias been shi-wn
have dune anytliing biere enjoined, and thait part of tlhe

idgnient allowed tu stand against Tune & 'Son i, auffic-ient
;,againist tem.

OSLER, J.A., conicurred.
Moss, C.J.O., dissonted, being of opinion thiat ttlcjChan-

Ilor's conclusions of tacts were well supported by lte teati-
ony. He referrçd to Wotherspoon v. Currie, L. R. 5 11, L.
)8; Montgomery v. Ttompson. [1891] A. C. 217; Redd1(a-

v . Banhani, [1896] A. C. 199 ; Iladde v. Nornian, L. IR.
Eq. 348; Apollinaris Co. v. Morrish, 33 L. T. -N. S

L2; Worcester v. Locke, 18 Tinmes L. R. 712; Boston Rbe
icie Ce. v. Boston Rubber Go. of Montreal, 32 S. C. P1. 3
e considered that plaintiffs were entitled'te an injuncûtion,
Lt that the injunetion awarded was not in the proper formi.

should be to restrain the defendanta, their servants and
ýents, froni selling or offering or exoigor advertising for
le or procuring or enabling to be sold anY mninerai waiters


