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RE VIE W OP CURWNT ENGLISH CASES.

<RegIatered in mScrfianc with t1w Copyright AGI.)

PRA0TIOZ-CosTs-SoLioIT0E-TAxATioN OF COETS AJTER PAY-
mENT - TiiRD PARTY L!ABLE TO PAY'- 'SPEQIAL CIRcuM-

Hirsi v. Fox (1908) A.C. 416 in a caue known in the court
below as Bc Ilirst (1908> 1 K.B. 982 (noted ante, p. 451) and
it is aomewhat surprising that it should have been thought of?
sufficient importance to be carried te the House of Lords, and
it isà not surprising to find that their Lordahips regarded the
appeal, whieh took the greater part of two days, as a waste of

a their valuable time. The whole question was as te whether or
neot a, aolicitor's bill ias hiable te taxation. The coats were eùst.4
of an action which had been compromised, the defentdanta agree.
ing to pay the plaintiff'm costs as bctween solicitor and elitflt
The plaintiff paid her solicitors' bill without taxation, and t0.0
defendants subsequently applied as third parties liable te ý.ay
for en order to tas it, Thia wp£ granted by the Court of Appetal
(see ante, p. 451) and it is frora that decision that the present
appeal was brought by the solicitors. Their Lordships (Lord
Loreburn, L.C., and Lords Ashbourne and Maenaghten) affirmed
the order for taxation, but in doing se they deait the appellant;ý
a backhanded stroke by varying that part of the order appealed
from. which had direeted the client te pay the costs of the prier
appeal, by ordering the solicitors theniselves te pay them.

TRâDa. MARK-INFRINGEMENT-AssioNMENT OF TRADE MARK-
CAUSE 0P ACTION,

Ullmann v. Lettba (1908) A.C. 443. This waa an appeal f rom
the Supreme Court of Hong Kong. Thc action was broughit tn
recover damages for infringement of a trade mark. The facts
of the came as found by the Judicial Co mmittee of the Privy
Council (Lords Robertson, Atkinson and Collins, and Sir A.
Wilson) were, that the plaintiffs were manufacturera of watches
ini Switzeriind. They soid watches for the purposes of trade to
a firi in Hong Kong, carried on by one Madame Bovet who,
for the purpose of trade had them marked with the trade mark
in question. This trade mark had heen assigr'ed to the plaintiffg.
The court below had grantud the plaintiffs relief, being of

.


