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lBedilschc' tiih vJOhn"son W397), 2 Ch. 32.2, wvas an action bv
a plaintiff resident ahrGad to restrain the inf-inigemnent of -In
Lnglisli patent. The defendant was a foreign manufacturer,
and the infringenient com-plained of wvas his sencling into
England by post in response te an order froni a trader- in
London, a parcel containing articles wichl were an infringe-
ment of the patent. North, J., was of opinion that the plaini-
titi was entitlcd to suucccd, andic lie grantud an inijuncitioni and
an inquiry as to (laiagcs. Tlhe nmjorit\- of thc Court of
Appoal (Lindlev andi Smnith, L.J .1.) wcre, h wvvr, of the
opinion that the action couild lnt be niaintaiiueç. Thcv con..
sidered that the dlendauit's part of the transaction ceased
when ho deli\,crcd the packagu te the post office, aiff that hie
could net bc lîcld responsible for its being inîportedci. carriccd
into Englanù. Rigbv, L.J. disscntcd froin this, and tholught
that the defendant wvas responsible for the importation of the
package inte England, and its carKage theru lis being a neces-
sary consequence of his initial act, in dlepositing it in the post
office for that purpose. Tphe plaiintiffs haci been required to
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costs, paid Pugh, who was i distressed circumstances, a
,Small sum ini settienient of the taxation, which wvas conse-
quen tly dropped. Margetson thereupon appi ied to Kekewichi,

Jfor an orde- to compel Jornes to pay his costs up to the
tirne of the compromise, which wvas granted-the judge
being of opinion that Joilcs as a solicitor must have know'ýn
from the circunistances of Puigh that the nioney paid hy hini
would not be applieci towards paynment of Margetson's costs.
A point of practice arose also in the c tse which is worth
notice. The case of the applicant wvas not mnade ont on Ilis
ow'ni afficlavits, but affidavits -\vere filed in answer, which hie
cihinied to be entitled to read, and which supplied what wais
lacking in his own affidavits. The respondents objected, but
Kekewich, J., helci that the applicant wvas entitieci to use his
opponent's affidaivits to make out his own case.
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