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* PACTCE-ART-ADI>n D~FN4LA~--C OR i-, FRIX £MaNT OF PATYNT-APPLicArioN ni?
M.AJCER OF MACIiINIC USEU BY D~EMNDAa<T TO BE ADDED AS A DEVENDJAIMT

Moser v. MAfirsden (;1892>, 1 Ch. 487, w&s in action for tI infringemnirt of a
* patent, and the Vice-Chancellor of Lancster had on the application of the

maker of the machine used by the original defendant, which the plaintifi claimed
ta be an infringement of his patent, added hini as a defendant, on the ground
that he %vas iriierested an.j claimed .th;tt a judgment -in- the action would injure
hm, anà that the original defendant would not efficiently defend the action.
The Court of Appeal (Lindley and I<ay, L.JJ.), ihowever, held tlhat as the rnaker
of the machine used by the original defendant was not directly interested in the
issues between the plaintiff and the original detendent, but only indirectly axnd
comrnerciaillv. there %vas no jurisdiction ta add hlm as a defendant.

ILIBLL INJUMIOUS TO TRADX- l'el UNCTION.

In Ceuiavd v. Alarshall1 <1392), T Ch. 571, Chitty, J., granted an interiru in-
junction restrainîng the publication of placards and circulars containing libels
injurious to the plaintiff's trade, tht Lourt being satisfleti on the -videnr,ý that
the statements cantained in such circuLars and placards %vere untrue.

la I\ .darvcs v. Monro (189:2), i Ch. 611, tha plaintiffs atpplied for an initerin-
injunction ta restrain the defendatits froni erecting newv buildings so as to
obstruet the access of liglit to the plaintiffs' premnises. It appeared on the cviý
dence that the plaintiffs' bui.Jing stood on the site oi two old ho>uses which had
been pulled dowvn in 1872. In 1876 th,, plaintiffs' buildings were erected. It
%vas not satisfactorily shown that the windows in the building put up in 1876, as
ta any particular or detined part. coincirled wvith those of the aider buildings
pulled dowvn in 1872, and Northi, J., thtrefore refused the injuniction.

PRINCIPAL AND B'N--oNflSTIITyGIVFN B, DEBTOR TO SURETY? RIGHT OF < IOtEDI'R TO

13ENIEFIT OF.

In re Walker, S/iefficid Bcoukiug Co. v. Cia ton (1892), 1 Ch. 6-,1, an attenipt
wvas muade on the part of' a creditar to obtain the benefit of securities given by
the debtor ta a persan %vho had become surety for t1he debt. The claim was
based cn Alawier v. Harrison, eited iu i Fq. Cal Abr., p. 93, pl. 5 ; 20 Vin. Abr.
i0'2 ; but on exaniination of thu original record of that case it Nvas foutid thiat it
did not really decide the point for xvhich it wvas cited in the Equity Cases
Abridged, and Stirlirg, J., deci *ded that a creditor lias no such right in respect of
Securities received by a surety froin the principal debtor.

TRAD)E MR-NRNBThNcN CA1RCs

'lntericat Tobacco Go. v. Guesi (1892), 1 Ch. 63e, wvas an action ùrought to re-
strain the sale of goods bearing a mark infringing the plaintiffs' trade mark, in
which Stirling, J., lays down wbat appears to us to be a very wholesonme and
necessary ruie regarding the costs of such actions. It appeared. that the de-
fendant had innocently purchased a smali quantity of goods -bearing the spurlous ."
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