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as may be judged from the fact that during the thirtY yeaf5q
preceding 1894 he had spent £ 4 00,000 inl advertising, and il'

the year 1895 had sold six million l)OttleS-. For thirtY-fiVe
years he had been engaged in the manufacture of the 5anc
from a secret recipe, which was sold in botties im1pres5sed WÎth
'the name IlYorkshire Relish." Some years ago he had regis-
tered the words IlYorkshire Relish " as a trade mark, bti

after litigation with the defendants it had been Ch.nedfrl
the register-see In r' I'owd/l's Traduc Mlark (1893) ,C.38
(1894) A.C. 8. The defendants had not discovcred thop f
tiffes secret, but were making and selling under th, naia

"Yorkshire Relish, and in botties sPî-milar to the plaint'n
sauce similar to the plaintiff's, at a lower price. Th e defel-
ants printed their owfl names on their label, adthere weçre
certain other differences between their labels and Xrappers
and those of the plaintiff; but the evidence established tht

the defendants' sauce was hiable to be, and had been, inistakcen

by ordinary buyers for that of the plaintiff's , trig
granted an injunction restraining the defendants froln eilg
their sauce as "l Yorkshire Relish " without better distingtusI
ing it from the sauce made and sold by the pitintiffe and h1i$

decision was afirmned by the Court of Appeal (LindleY,
and Smnith, L.JJ.,) following Rc'ddaway v. Banliail, i896,A

I90, noted ante p. 578.
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REGULARITY iaçe
In Biýgerstaff v. Rowat's Whzarf, (1896) 2 Ch. 93,r70

& Co. bought from a joint stock compafly, and paid for, o
barrels at 3s. 6d. each. The company failed to deliver part

lain O
these, and one of the questions was whether the ce
Harvey and Co. in respect of the short deliverY c(>ill~ rJ'he
against a debt for rent due from tleim to the cornPalnY*,Y'
question was complicated by the fact that ail the c re
assets were hypothecated as a floating seuiyfrde detthre$
of which Hlarvey & Co. had notice whcfl they Ina nttiçe
contract, and it was contended that as against teebe nOt
holders as assignees of the rent, the Set-off Coý1dI


