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PATET-IPRn«EMET-ZNR:NINGARTICLES SENT AhROA V- USE R-POSSES.
SION or ZNPRIN<UNO ARTICLES.

Brutis/t Motor Syndicate V. Taylor (1900) 2 Ch. 122, was an
appeal from the judgment of Stirling, J. (îgoo) i Ch. 57'7 (noted
ante vol. 36, P. 412). The case was for infrIngement of a patent,
the plaintiff had obtained judgment for assessrnent of damages,
and on the reference it appeared that the defendants had purchased
infringing articles in England, somne of which they sold in England,
and the rest they sent for sale to defendants' branch business house
in Paris. Stirling, J., held, that the defendants were properly
charged with ail of the articles so purchased, and the Court of
Appeal (Lord Alverstone, C.J., Rigby and Williams, L.JJ.) have
afflrmied his decision, In doing so the court discusses the question A
how far innocent possession of an in'fringing article is " user," and
alsowhether transportation from place to place is necessarilya'- user."

PRAOTIOIE-ACTION OF EEt1jNTO-vbNE-IWlVJDr

In Londonz Ge>ieral Omnibus Co. v. Lave/ (19o1> i Ch. 1 ý35, the
plaintiffs claimed an injunction to restrain the defendants from run-
ing omhiibuses in such a mariner as to prove a colourable imitation
of the plaîntiff's omnibuses. . At the trial Farwvell, J., proposed to
View two rival omrîibuses of the plaintiffs anid defendant, and wvith
the consent of the parties lie made the v;ew, and on returning to
court stated that lie was satisfied ivîthout any furthcr evidence
that the defendant's omnibus wvas s0 pairted and lettered as to be
calculated to decelve the casual passenger, and relyig on this the
plaintiffs gave no evidence of any person having been actually
deceived, and judgtnent was given in their favour for a perpettual -

injunction. The defendant appealed, and the only qu- kion argued
%Ias whether, the action being for deceit, the injunction could bc
supported in the absence of evidence of actual deception, and the
Court of Appeal (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Righy and Williamns,
LJJ,> held that it could flot, and the action was dismissed, a new
trial beirzg refused.

STATUTE OF LIUMITATIONIS-' CONCICALED PAO PSP.IN WPIFRSON

IIAVINC NO NOTIC8 OF IPEAL'-RRAt. PROPZETY LiIITATION AcT. i8$3 ý3& 4
W. 4, c. x7>, s. t6-.RsAL PaoitTN LiMITATION Acf, Wi74- 1317 LI 38 IÇ,
C. 7,s -S.., 1,.31

le' te MCCaffiff, McfCalUim v. McCti/ùwef (1901) 1 Ch. 143, the
Cuirt of Appeal (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Rigby and Williams,


