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of the product, whether manufactured according to the Pltiff's specifications or aceording to other specifications; bu
afterwards qualiflied this; and on the Ilth May, 1911, a de=s
was made that the plaintiff should state definitely, by particu,
whether lie intended to prove both of these allegations org
the second. In answèr, a statement was delivered to the elthat the plaîntiff was flot aware of how the defendant mnade
lenses lie sold, but that they infringed the plaintiff's patOn the argument, the plainif 's counsel declined to givemore definite information as to the course ta be taken at the tiThe Master said that it seemed probable that, if the second gro
only were relied on, it would be unnecessary to prepare any
dence to meet the question of the defendant having usedprocess, and that a great deal of expense wvould be saved in 1way; and the defendant should flot be left in doubt on thiâ poand obliged to procure the evidence of patent experts at a lecost, whicli might ini the end prove to be unnecessary, yet wllie mnust be prepared to adduce if the question of the pro,
were gone into at the trial. The motion was entitled to iceed, and the plaîintif should give tlie information asked foiten day8. Costs of the motion to be in the cause. W. A. Lo
for the defendant. M. Ht. Ludwig, K.O., for the plaintiff.


