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glucose patent was known at the date of its issue,
red to embody the plaintiff’s invention, and where
re issued, and all other necessary particulars; also

the alleged use by the public of the invention

ew in what respect the description of the process
the specifications for the glucose patent is not suffi-
to enable any person skilled in the art to use the
» well-known equivalents set out in sub-clause 11 of
s of paragraph 9 already delivered, in what respect
‘was not useful at the time of the alleged invention or
jer time as stated in sub-clause 3 of the particulars
ivered, the additional grounds, if any, to those set
ib-clause 8 of the particulars already delivered, shew-
his patent had legally expired before the infringement

ot out in sub-clause (6) of the particulars already de-
the usual provision restricting the defendant com-
trial to proof of such particulars as shall have been
ar this order on the defences to which the same are
Costs of the motion to be costs in the cause. Casey
‘the plaintiff. D. L. McCarthy, K.C., for the defen-
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for Costs—Libel—Newspaper—Assets in Jurisdic-
ency.]—Motion by the defendant in an action for
; Ior an order for security for costs. The motion
ﬂw ground that the plaintiff had sufficient assets
» to answer the costs, if he failed. The Master
ﬁ aﬂdlvﬂ:s before him, which shewed that the
property, but that it was incumbered, and that
abilities; and said that it did not seem that the
¢ l-ctl readily exigible under execution to the
$800 or even $400. He cited Bready v. Robertson,
wster v. Cooney, 15 P.R. 290; Belair v. Buchanan,
476. Order that the plaintiff give security within
by bond for $400 or paying $200 into Court,
-"ﬁllt the action be dismissed. Proceedings stayed
of the motion to be costs in the cause to the
’1‘. ‘White, for the defendant. C. H. Porter, for




