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of a business for thc saec of imitation jewellery. The covenant
I restricted the defendant £rom carrying on business of the like

nature )r for the sale of r.:éal jewellery in any part of Great
Britair. and Ireland and the Ilie of Man, the United States,'J Rusalin or Spain or within 20 miles of Berlin or Venice. Neville,3 J.. -vho tried the action held thet the covenant was too wide in
8:ea unless severable. but lie held that it w-s severable an 1 might
bc limited to the United Kingdom and the Ile of Man, and tliat

4 bo limited it was nt wider than neeessary for the plaintiffs'
riiasonoble protection: and as the covenant extended to both

î re..!. as well as imitation jewellery, Neville, J., granted an in-
junctioi' as to both kinds of business . limited ta the ares, of the
United Kingdom and Isle of Man (1914) 2 ch. 603. (see ante
pp. 225-6). The Court of Appeal (Lord Cozens-H1ardy. M-R..
and Kennedy, and Eady, L.JJ.). agreed witl: ýeville. J., as to
the severabîlity of the covenant as to the area, and also with
the limit as to whieh Neville., J., granted the injunction; but
the Court of Appeal thought that the injunction ought flot to
have restricted the defeudants from carry-ing on business for
the sale of real jewellery. and therefore varied the order ap-
pealed from by confining the injunetion to imitation jewellery,
to which the covenantee 's business was confined.

COMPAT-MEORANL-M F ASSOCIATIO-N - CONSTRU-CTION-
POWR TO SEIÀL PART 0F DtUSINIýSS TO NEW COMPAN-( O'N-

3SIDLIA.TION'ý-LNI0'ON F INTERESTS OR AMAAMAT!ON WITHi
OTIffR COMPANY.

i ~Rc Thomas, Thomnas v. Sull y 0l915) 1 Ch. 325. A 4umnrary
- application on originating surnmons was made 'w the Court in

this case to deterotine the construction of !bc memorandum of
association of a linîited company. The plaintiff ealnpany car-

t ried on business as brick niakers'at varlous places, inter s'lia, at
Tauniton where another cornpany-. ('oriihes Limitcd. also car-
ried on business. The articles of association of the plaintif coni-

Ç pany provi<led that it shouhi nave p~ower to sell or (leal with
ail or any part of its propcrtY '-in such inanner and or sucliI terins and for such purpoNes" ws it shouid deem proper, and
a:bo tri "make and carry into ,ftect arrangements with respect
tri the union of interest-q, or amialgamation eithcr iii whole or in
part with any oCher eompany'' having similar objece. It was
propoeed that the plaintiff eonpany and ('oriihcs Liited


