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ENGLISH CASES. :387ï

PJATENT -REvOCATION >'oR NON-M*ANUF.4CTURE WITIIIN UNITED

KiNGoDoM-THREýAT OF ACTION FOR INRINGEMENT-Fý.xC,ýqSE
FOR NoN-MANUFACTURE--PATENT AcT, 1907 (7 EDw. ViI.
c. 29), ss. 24, 27-(R.S.C. c. 69, S. 38).

In re Taylor's Paient (1912) 1 Ch. 635. In this case the
appellants were the owners of an Englishl patent of invention
issued in 1904. The Eriths Engineering Company were owncers
of another patent of which the appellants' patent wua declaredi
by a United States court to be an infringement. Thfý appel-
Jants had mâiôe efforts to exploit thoir patent in England, but
had been deterred by threats of the Eriths Engineering Com-
pany to bring an action for infringement, fi-om. proceeding to
manufacture their patented article in England. In 1910 the
Eriths Enginraering Comnpany applied to the (ontrolle.-General

to revoke the appellants' patent for non-maiýnufactuire in Enig..
land under s. 27 of the Patent Act (7 Edw. Vil, c. 29) (sc
a.S.C. c. 69, s. 38), and the application was granted, but Parker,
J., on appeal helci that the threat of action wa.9 a sufficient
excuse, and hc cancelled the revocation.

TRADE mARK - REGISTRATION - DISTINCTIVE mARK. - LE'r'rEas

"W. & G.' '-MOTOR CABs-TRADE MA1,RKs ACT, 1905 (5 EoW.
VII. c. 15), s, 3; S. 9(5) (R.S.C. c. 71, S. 11).

1-n te Dit Cros (1912) 1 Ch. 641. Trhis wvas an application on
tlie part of the owners of rnotor cabs to register the letters W. &
G. in two forins, one in running hand with an exaggerated tail
to the G., and the other in ordinary block letters. T1he registrar
refused the ap'plication, and Eve, J1., affirînied his decisior.; but
the Court of Appeal (Cozens-Ha.rdy, M.%.R., a.nd Moulton, and
Farwell, L.JJ.) held that the applicant should be allowed to
proceed -towards the second stage, with regard ta the script mark,
when after advertisements had 'been issued iid opponer1 ts
heard, the registrar would be in a better posiiuon to decide
whether registration of tha.t mark should be perinitted. The
court weire eotnewhat, divided in opinion. Farmwel, L.J., 'vas
douhtful whether the application should be allowed to proeeed
even as to the flrst mark; whereas Moulton, L.J., considered it
ouglit to be allowed ta proceed as f0 both.

FeARTNERSII'--BUSINES9S PREMISES OWNED B3Y PeARTNER--N'O SPE-

CIAL PROVISION AS TU TENANcy-RENT TO BE PAID 0t-T 0F PRO-

FITS--IMPLIED TENANOX -TENAN CY DURI NG CUNTINUANC£ OF

PARTNERSIIIP.

Pecock v. Carter (1912) 1 Ch. 663. -A partnership was


