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G. H. had flot only.broken hie contrant. but had aima infringed
the patent.

3. One who, knowingly and for hie own ends and benefit and
to the damage . of the patentee induees, or procures, .another t.o
infri nge a pat ent is himself guilty of an infringement.

4. The defendants G., being aware of the ternme upon which
the defendant H. had purchased a binder froni the plaintif!.,
viz., that only sheets that were supplied by or under thie author-
ity of the plaintiffs were to be used in it, furnished I. with
sheets prepared and adapted by them. for use in such binder,
and to induce him to buy sheets froni them thcy undertook to
indemnify hi-" against any action the plaintiffs might bring
against him in that behaif. The defendants G. had thereby
infringed the patent.

W. Cassels, K.C., and Raiiey, for plaintiffs. Migeiault, K.C.,
and Perron, for defendants.
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* ~~Baikruptcy an d so' c->cj'eie-tt trypsun-
tiot-ke buttai- Tr")antsactione before. 1897-Cire ntstanres
rebnting intent to pr-efer--kcjji.tr-y iasAsg e for
creditors-Mo1rigage-priori tics.

At the revision of the Ontario Stat.utes in 1897, the words
"prima facie " were inserted after the word " presunied, " where

it occurs in sub-ss. 3 and 4 of s. 2 of 147, and the c3offt whether
the presumption wvas rebuttable was thereby set at rest ý,but even
under the language of sub-s. 2 (b) of s. 2 of the Act of 1887,
i.e., without the words "prima facie," the presumption was re-
buttable; and in the case of a mortgage of land to secuire a debt,
made on 15th Oct., 1896, to the defendants, followed on the
21et October, 1896, by an assignment by the mortgagor to the
plaintiff for the benefit of creditors, the defendants were entitled
to shew that there was n'o intent to prefer. Lawson v. MeLoci..
20 A..R. 464, followed.


