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]Dotintc!l of Ctanaba.

EXCHEQUÈR COURT 0F CAN.AD.A.
Burbidge, J.] [Oct. 4, 1905.

.SHfARPLEs v. NATIONAL~ MA[,NLTFACTURING CO.

Cream separators-Inpro'ernent on old device-Narroiv'con-
struction.

'lho invention in question consisted in the substitution of an
iniproved deviee for one forierly in use as part of a machine
(in this case a tubular creani separator).

Held, that the patent rnust be given a narrow construction
and be lirnited to a device substantially i the forni described
in this patent and speciflcation.

Masten, for plaintîff. «WMitC, K.C., and DelaMge, for de-
fendants.

]3urbidge, J.] [Oct. 4,19i5
BRn'xSR FOREIGN MARINE INS. Co. v. T.HE KING.

Public work-Coliision with entranice pier to ca.nai-l-Negligence'
i nstuto- oiih f C, )tn.

One of the entrance piera to a (Thveýrnment canal was so con-
strncted thot a snb-structure of xnasonry rested on crib-work.
The base of the pier was set baek three feet from the edge of the
crib-workc, whieh left a step or projection under, water betwe m
the masý)nry and the side of the crib-work. It was neeessary for
vessels ta enter the canal with great care, at this point, owing to
the eddies and eurrents that existed there. The proper course,
however, for vessels ta steer wai nia rked by buoys. A vessel on
entering the ce.na1 touched another pier thon the one in question,
and then, taking a sheer and getting ont of contrai, swung over
and came in collision with. this pier.

Heid, 1. Ilpon the faets proved the accident was caused by the
vessel being caught in a eiîrrent or, eddy and so carried against
the pier.

2. As there was no negligenee by any afficer or servant of the
Crawn as ta the location and the method of construction of this
pier. the Crown was not liable for damages arising out of the
collision.

Germa#, K.C.. for, suppliants. Néwcombe, K.O., for respon.
(lent.


