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with his brother trade a section of a tint and tire on this principle in May fol-J
lowing. On the 3rd of August in the sarne year hie applied for a patent there-
for in Canada, and on the 3nd December following obtained it. In March,
1891, Jeffery, at Chicago, in the United States, conceived substantially the sarne
device, and confldentially cormunicated the nature thereof to his partner and
patent solicitor. On the 27th of juIy, hie applied for a United States patent,
and on the i2th day of January, 1392, such patent was granted ta hirn. On
the 51,h of February, 1892, lie applied for a Canadian patent, which was R ranted
te hirn on the xst of June in the sarne year.

When ini May, i891, LaForce's conception of the invention was weIl
defined there had been no use of the invention anywhere, and the public had
flot anywhert any knowledge or mneans of knowledge thereof.

eid4 (i) that the tact that * rior te the invention of anything by an indepen.
dent Canadian inventer, ta whom a patent therefer is subsequently granted in
Canada, a fereigri inventer had conceived the sarne thing, but had flot used it
or in any way disclosed it ta the public, is flot mufficient, under the patent laws
of Canada, te defeat the Canadian patent.

Barie.r v. Howland, 26 Grant 135 ; and Sinille v. Goldie, 9 S.C.R. 46, fol-
lowed.

(2) That the drawings annexed ta a patent rnay be looked at by the court ta
explain or illustrate the specification.

S;ihV. Bail, 21 IJ.C.R, 122, followed.
W. Ceiss.rls, Q.C., and Gorimuily, Q.C., for relators.
Richie, QC., and Ross for respondentq.
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IN RE PARKE m. CLARKE.

Proliibiioit-,Divi.tion Court-Notie~ disoutin.- jurisdidion-Paymnt ofs

It is provided byso. 1760Of the Division Courts 4ýct, R.S.O., c. 51t, that in al
cases where a defendant intends ta dispute the jurisdiction of the court ta hear
and determine a casé, he ihali, wîthln the time nanied, leave with the clerk a
notice te the effect that hoe disputes the jurisdiction of the court, and that thet
cierk shall give notice te the plaintifi', and that, in default of such notice, pro-
hibition shal! net lie.

In the tariff of tees te ho taken by clerks of Division Courts, te be found In
Sinclair's Division Courts Act, ed. or 7,888, P. 395, a fee Of flfteen cents is trade

ffl


