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as may be judged from the fact that during the thirty Y&%

preceding 1894 he had spent £400,000 in advertising,_an fve
the year 1895 had sold six million bottles. For thlrt)"uce
years he had been engaged in the manufacture of the Sjvit
from a secret recipe, which was sold in bottles imPreSSed is-
the name “ Yorkshire Relish.” Some years ago he had ¥ t
tered the words “ Yorkshire Relish " as a trade mal”k’f om
after litigation with the defendants it had been expunged I‘88,
the register—see /n 7e Powell's Trade Mark (1893) 2 ch. 13aiﬂ‘
(1894) A.C. 8. The defendants had not discovered the Pe
tiff’s secret, but were making and selling under the 1 afn,s
“Yorkshire Relish,” and in bottles similar to the plaintif™

. . 1 efen —
sauce similar to the plaintiff's, at a lower price. The i were
ants printed their own names on their labels, and therqppers
certain other differences between their labels and wI?

. at
and those of the plaintiff; but the evidence establlsh?‘i;h
the defendants’ sauce was liable to be, and had beet, .m?b “
by ordinary buyers for that of the plaintiff's. Stlrllﬂegl’lin
granted an injunction restraining the defendants frf)m. y aish
their sauce as “ Yorkshire Relish ” without better dlstlngd his
ing it from the sauce made and sold by the PlainFiﬁ' an
decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Lmdleg’
and Smith, L.J].,) following Reddaway v. Banhani, 1897
190, noted ante p. 578.
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CoMPANY—FLOATING SECURITY—SET OFF—LIQUIDATE pTIO
b d F,PRES"M

OF ASSETS OF COMPANY—MANAGING DIRECTOR, POWERS O

REGULARITY, Hafvey
In Biggerstaff v. Rowat's Wharf, (1896) 2 Ch- 93 ' °
& Co. bought from a joint stock company, and paid 1% £ 7 of

barrels at 3s. 6d. each. The company failed to deliver P:' i of
these, and one of the questions was whether the ¢ set ©

Harvey and Co. in respect of the short delivery could D€ The
against a debt for rent due from them to the compary: any®
question was complicated by the fact that all the C;mrluref"'
assets were hypothecated as a floating security for deb¢ their
of which Harvey & Co. had notice when they ma
contract, and it was contended that as against the
holders as assignees of the rent, the setofft ¢



