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if:z this wrote to the solicitor saying that all the other bills
Stand'agreed to, and paid, so that thlS‘ was the only bill out-
irre Tg The solicitor moved to d'1scharge the order 'for
Wergu- arity, It was contended on hl&:: behalf that the bills
‘—‘lientut] Substf'mce one bill, and that 1t was nc?t open to the
2 bill o obtain an order of course for the taxation of part of
s Inre Byrch, 8 Beav. 124 In re Joknson, 37 Ch. D. 4333
Velss In re Worrell, 22 Beav. 634 and Re
» 33 Beav. 412, were relied on; but North, J., held that as
w:qsf)lifzitor admitted there was nothing due to him and it
thé 2 simple question whether or not he had been ?verpald,
ave :;del‘ was regular; though he conceded that it would
to ¢ een ‘lltregttlar, if anything could have been fou'n('i due
irec: solicitor, to obtain.an order of course containing a
mentqlmll than on t.he taxation of one b.ill all.tl'1e clients’ docu-
by thk gC hould be given up ?o them. Hisdecision was affirmed
prOCeZd ourt of Appeal (Lindley, Lopes and Kay, L.]].,) who
one ed on the ground that there were seven bills an'd.not
nOn,e and that after the letter written by the new solicitor,
of the other bills could be taxed.

In e
7¢ Law, 21 Beav. 481 ;
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(Ligcflll/\’e Clarke's Design, (1896) 2 Ch. 38, the Court of Appeal
helg tey. Lopes and Kay, L.JJ) disagreed with Nc?rth, J,, and
on] fhat a design for an electric lamp shade, wh‘lch dlffer?d
Siol}: ;()m Sf.lades previously used for gas lamps, 1n'the. omis-
desi of a chimney, had no such novelty or originality in the

€N as to entitle it to registration under the Patents, De-

81
&ns and Trades Marks Acts.
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Lt MARK —TRADE NAME —NON-DESCRIPTIVE TRADE MARK—"* YORKSHIRE RE-
SH "'
H"-—USE OF NAME FOR SIMILAR ARTICLE—MISLEADING ORDINARY BUYER—

INJUNCTION_
Sa, I?hf’owd{ v.. Birmiingham If'l')l('g.(tr '/)’rp'
e’(clus'e plaintiff succeeded in v1nd1c:at1n his
Sauce ve use of the name 'of « Yorkshire Re}1sh for a cert
Tom mam}factured by him, and to restrain the defendants
them applying the same name to a sauce manufactured by
. The trade of the plaintiff was large and profitable,

wing Co., (1890) 2 Ch.
g his right to the
ain



