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(1) Ni\GAlJ L[,J, JrrHIl. .,'~ND SO~'.TS .LINrr-lD 

0(0191) 

Plaintiffs 

(2) OC.':LNg PRHTERS LIMITED DGfendants 

Nunro, LGys & Co. Solici tors for the Plainti.ffs 

Sttk'Crt, Reddy & Co. Solicitors for the Dof8UC:","tC 

ItULING 

The Plnintiff, Cadoury Limited, is a world renovrned l1lD.nufncturer of 

goads, and the o'~her Plaintiffs nrc tvlO of its I!1'-:.ny subsidinrics. 

Plaintiffs narkGt chocolate bars in distinctive style l!ITappers :-tncl 

first dofend,'J.nt is 11 recontly formed conpar-w producing chocolr,tc bnrs 

·:lnd h~'lS boen ;:1a.rkoting its goods in wrappers vlhich the Plaintiffs CJtl in 

to 0. "passing off" of its goods r18 goods of the Plr.intiffs. Tho ::lo,in 

soug'ht by the Plaintifts is an injunction to prevent i;ho first clofendnnt 

, h' h uSlng T;,Jrnpp~:;rs v1." lC tu'c so simil:.:r to those of the plnintL:f,s, or 1\Thich 

the DGfJbors of the public into t_'.JJ belief t.hr~t goods -.)f the -! st def'8ndant 

goods of tue Plailltiffs', or tb:·"t the 1 st dGf8nd,'.nt is closely associatod 

the P le,intiffs. 

The PLdntiffs conplnined specific telly "bout h,o wrappGrs used by too 
respoct of ouo, th:\t 'iTliich most clearly resGmblod the 

Iv.co..ppers y tho 1 st dcfondTnt has discontinuGd using it and JJ,:.~; ::;iv)1"', 

not to usc; it :.I.Crnj_l1. T!Ji th rego.:rd to the other \"JTt~.pPGr r~;forrc:'1 

tho Plaintiffs 1 nffidi',-vit the SiElil:1rity is not so obvious nnd otil': . .T 

usod by the 1 st clefendant 2X8 of such ::''cil obviously differont c')l i,_ll:' -

for a pattern in gold. ropr8Gcnting 2:L sort of sql--,.,::,c,hcd 

""lith inwl.lrdly rur-ving sides, lJhich is n f8!J.ture of eLll vrrnppCTG U38Cl 

Pltlint:Lffs, that ,~ny Hp,'lssing off!! Hill be obvi'.YLlsly !:lore difficu,l t to 



00U191 
'The Pl2..intiffs nOvI r.lpply for ·'J.n intGril!l injunction '\>Thien w'ould in c;:~~"?(.;ct 

.Ito the uain rcnedy sought by the Plaintiffs. 

the operations of the 1st defencL'::.nt are vsry s;~ull sC:':'l.lo 

t·Jith tho very 8xtGnsive oPJrntions of tho Plaintiffs, ~nd an intcriI2 

tion such ns thnt npplied for b;7 the Pl:lintiffs Iiould hnve n much cnore 

effect on its business tbclll could cny possible damage to the Flnintiffs 

of the wr~,ppers concerned. By no possible means could the Plnintiffs 

to be linble to suffer irrepnrnble deliCn ge. In the circUL1sknces I 

order the intorin injunction sought and this.:cpplication is 
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G. O. L. Dyke 
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