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St ScOnstuhd.t Power to forfeit must be four other witnesseS aise proved that the de-

eeIal. io, ceased had made statemnentS after the date of
that to an action impeaching the the alleged will, from time to time, up to the

rector t h, 0f m a yw reducing the number of di- time of bis death, to the effect thatheadm e

Th ay was a proper party. no will and had not settled his affairs. One of

their allIen fo stock by directors to one of the subscribing witnesses, although duly sub-
Pay e fff i rthe purpose of raising funds to poenaed by the plaintiff, attended and was at the

haVe the effect of the company, even though it Court House on the dh fay of the trial, but subse-

trot of the to g, Ving a preponderance of con- quently absented himself before he could be ex-

OiicOrn Pany te the allottee, is not per se amnined as a witnesS in the action ; and an op-

thi sh ere Such an allotmnent was made, and portunity was given by the Court te the defend-
te abh lders knew Of it, but no objection to ents to produce the other subscribing witneSSes

Ohthe otetwas nmade) except by a minority, for examination, which they did nlot avait them-

On he Ound that the issue of the stock was selves ot.
'îd essary.

ee,.that the shrhlescudntatr Hel,,, that a sufficient primna fadeé case had

.'4s - . saeodr cudntatr been made invalidating the wîil, and that the

.t bj~ject to the allotment on the ground of onus of establishing its validity was cast upon

ail0 v'g an undue control over the comnpany to the defendants.
aOttee. Morton for plaintiff.

Was flot aiso, that to ratify such a transaction, it Sol. Wlite, for defendant.

aset necessary that ail shareholders should[an 2

loit d ,1 but that it was suficient that a ma- Boyd, C.][Jn12

o ýeeaplaintiff failed to establish his right Patent P aUBIeHnt fr imrvnent FInfilEfLe

treief on certain of the grounds on which his lInjto miaténfriPomn-INfl use fne

ý'o was based, although some relief was of nt/t arsof aCombinat ion.Nnue fn

grantedo 
h;at f tcmiain

wihu)it was under the circumstances granted Where there is an original invention and an

eiecofn5. e aremn onep improvement is made upon it, a patent may be

ratienc fa llgdareensotmo taken out for the improvement, and then, by
t losWith, and qualifying, and at variance getting a licence from the patentee of the original

%Wvth a Wvritten agreement between the same invention, the inventor of the improvein1gnt may

Parties, heîd inadmissible. work the whole process.

A lakfr hslanis But a valid patent cannot be obtained for an

cMS, Q.C. for the defendants other than the improvement which is in fact merely one of

Wl, the several modes in which the invention may

for the defendants the Company. be carried out, although one flot actually nmen-

y' ,;,-..A in. t1,e nrivînal natefit.
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KILROY v. LvONS.

WL-Eecution of will-Fp audI-OnUS
bapdi-Sus»icious circu»:stancesý.

pro-

1an action to impeach the validity of a will
PtIIýPoting to have been executed on 2fld No-
'veinber, the plaintiff swore that the signature
Vas flot in the hand writing of the testator, and

't W%ýas aiso proved that neither of the subscribing
Wtflesses was at the house of the deceased on
th e 11,aY the will impeached bore date, and a let-
te produced written at the instance of one
1. , witnesse dated the 4th November, in which

Itvs taedthat the deceased had not then
n'ac1e any arrangements about bis affairs. And

A patentable improvemfent must be some-

thing in addition to the flrst invention and not

merely a description of a better mnode of apply-

ing the first invention.
Thus where the plaintiff had obLained a patent

for a counter check book %vith "a black leaf

bound in with the other leaves but next to the

cover,") and the defendant then patented im-

provements consistiflg of (a) the attaching of the

black leaf to a membrane, and (b) the binding

of the leaves of the book together by an elastic

baid,-- -(c) and also in his specitications de-

scribed the black leaf as bound " between the

lower leaf and lower cover."

Held, that the defendent %vas not Justified in


