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pied by the defendants, yet no noisy machinery had been worked
at iiight in that house: but near the plaintiff's house were other
printing establisliments in whichi the work had proceeded at
night, but nxo disturbance wvas caused thereby to the plaintiff.
Sirice the establishment of the defendant's business the noise
therefrom. at night had created -annoyance f0 the plaintiff, and

a serious disturbance to hiînself and family. Warrington, J..
in these circumstanees granted a perpetual injunction restrain-ing the defendants from so carrying on their printing works as
by reason of noige to cause a nuisance to the plaintiff or to his
family or f0 persons resorting to his bouse, The defendants
appealed, contending that the iieighibonrhood being one devoted
to the printinc, trade, and the plain tif!'s being the only residence
there he eould flot insist on ifs being kept free from noise iniei-
dental to that trade. and that lie had corne to the nuisance and

* could flot comnplain. The Court of Appeal (Williams, Stirlinir
and Cozensg-Ilardy, L..JJ..) althougjh asseniting to the proposition
that a parti, residing i a district dleioted f0 trade is flot entitlcd
f0 the saine standard of coinfort as persons residing elsewhiere.
held that. iu the present case, the noise and discoinfort ereate&.
by the dt-fendants' operations wvere in excess of Ni-at an

*ordinary person eoiild reasonably lic cxpected to put iip witli
i the neighbourhood iii Cîtiiii, anîd, therefore. that the ini-

junction wvas rightly granted.

PATS-T-C0BIN~T1N-I}~RNOEEN'-UEMHOF 1I'ATENTFO
ARTICLE.

Suvl-ar Riiblur C7o. v. Walfljon (1906) 1 Ch. 252. This
ivas an action to restrain the infringernent of plaintiffs' patent
f or a rini for holding a solid rubber fyre Nwithout pinchiiîg. find
withont wire or bands for securing if. Tfhe defendant hiad na le
and fltted a new tyre on one of the plaintiffs' rima to replace a
worii ouf one. Eady, J., disissedl the action on two grouinds.,
(1) tl1at the act cornplainied of was not an infringenient nndf ivas
nothîng more than a répair; and, (2), becatuse there %vas no

4 patent for the tyre, and the coînhination of rimi and tyre. %vas îîot
a patentable combination (1.905) 1 Ch. 451 (nofed ante, vol. 41.
p. 483). The Court of Appeal (Collins, MIN.R., Roîner and Cozens-

~~ Hardy, L.JJ.,) afflrmed the judgnîent solely on the latter ground,
viz., that the patent was bad for insufflcient specification, but on
the point, whether the acf complained of would be an infringe-
ment if the patent had been good, Cozens-1Hardy, L.JJ., ex-

f preualy disclaims concurrence with the view of Eady, J.
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