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PAT'e4-EXCi.UBW I t.t-hIPRtVMRNTS ON4 PATIR4T IAIL ItY LICKD<Smt

RFVOCATION OPLCYNP-O OF~ R0YAL'rY-INJUNCTll\N.

Ini GuIYOt V. TIIOiSon, (1894) .3 Ch. 388; 8 R. Dec. z(C8, the
plaintiff had, ini consideration of a lump sumn and an agreement to
pay a royalty, obtained froin the defendant an exclusive l'icerise
to manufacture and se11 articles inanufactured according to a
patent owxned by the defendant. The plaintif %vas also
empowered to grant sub-licenses, with power to revoke themn;
but no power of revocation was reserved to the defendant. The
plaintiff macle certain improvements in the patcnted invention
and the articles he made and sold had these improvements.
Disputes arose between the plaintiff and defendant ini conse.
quence, the latter claiming that the improvements were flot
improvements, but the contrary, and the plaintiff refused to pay
the royalty. The defendant then purported to revoke the license
to the plaintiff, and notified the customers of the plaintiff that
the articles macle by the plaintiff %ere flot made according to the
defendant's patent, but were spurious imitations thereof. The
plaintiff claimed an injuniction to restrain the defendant fron,
revoking the patent, and from represt.nting that the plaintiff s
articles Nvere flot madle according to the patent. The defendant
connterclaitncd for the royalties in arrear. Rotner, J., hielci that
the license xvas not revocable, and that the plaintiff was entitled
to an injunction as clairned, and that the defendant wvas also
entitled to succeed on his counterclaimi for the royalties, and
this decision wvas affirmed by the Court of Appeal (L.indley,
Lopes, and Davey, L.JJ.).
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In re Parker, AMorgait v. Hill1, (1894) 3 Ch- 400 ; 7 R. Dec. 156,
one of tw.o co-sureties paid the prficipal debt in full, and took
an assign ment of it ; his co-surety having made an assigu ment
for the beneait of bis creditors, the surety who had paid the prin-
cipal debt claimed to prove against the estate for the full amount,
aud to be paid a dividend thereon, so long as such dividend did
flot exceed the proper proportion of the principial, debt payable
by the co-surety. Kekewich, J., held that he was so entitled, and
the Court of AppIxl (Lindley, Lopes, and Davey, L.JJ.) agreed


