
DITEJMY v. COUNTY 0F MIDDLESEX.

bet, the rule adopted in Coghlan v. Cumberland, [1898] 1
I'04, and Beal v. Michigan Central R.R. Co., 19 O.L.R. 502,
e.08

ux>va, J., dissented as to reversing the judginent on the
and waa ini favour of dismissing the appeal.

Appeal allowed; RmDEum, J., dissentisg.

ÂTE>LAI V. COU'NTY 0F MIDDLEsEx-DivIsioNAL CouRT-
Nov. 27.

Iamages--Personal Injuries-O bstructùrn in Higkway-Ab-
c f Warning-Liabililyof Municipal Corporation-A gsess-
of Damages-Evidence-Ref usal to Submit to Operation-
miablenes-Neurastheniîa.]-Appeal by the defendants
the judgment of RmDELL, J., .24 O.L.R. 84, 2 O.W.N.
*The appeal was heard by BOYD, C., LÂTCHFORD and

LroN, JJ. The Court disxnissed the appeal with costs.
leorge C. Gibbôns, K.C., and J. C. Elliott, for the defend-

T. G. Meredith, K.C., and J. M. MeEvoy, for the plaintiff.

WuaaÂxs v. T.&rr-MÀsT= n;r CHAmBRs--Nov. 30.

larticulars--Siatenwnt of Claim-Inffingement of Patent
Invention.]1-Motion by the defendant for particulars of
graph 5 of the statement of dlaim, the cause being at issue,
both parties having been examined for discovery. The
n wus for the alleged infrîngement of the plaintiff 'à patent.
paragraph 6 it waa alleged that "the defendant has infringed
aid jettera patent, and bas made, construeted, and used, and
ed to others, . . .. lenses made aceordîng to the inven-
ini respect of which the letters; patent were granted." The
ndant stated that he was in doubt whether the plaintiff
,ed and intended to prove au infringexuent by using the pro-
described in the letters patent, as well as in selling the fin-
1 produet. Ou examination for diseovery the plaintiff said
ho was claiming to restrain the defendant front the output

repoted in the Ontario Law Reports.


