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Patent for Peto-inrc-Jntutô fLcn
AllUer or Vaill Pat ented Artictec - Mfain <;nmidi
J4fc'flJ8 maY Vi Prored, il)w'f>i a t Inwi.ixetCI 01'ill

tion Sfatrd.

Appeal hy defendants froi juidgment 0f M~EREIJ

(2 O). h' R. 1,90), iii favu ofI plaintiffs in ac.tioni t
thie infringeixient of a patent air brakýe ilwelnted 1)
MaeLieughlin, whio had assigncd the patent to t1l

eopnaud for dmgsfor infringenwnt and
-entatiQfls made by employees of decfendant.ns resp)
brake.

W. Cassels, JLC., and A. W. Anglini, for defei
J. Il. Rodd, Windsor, for plaintiffs.
THi-, COURT (Ai<MOUR, C.J.O., OSLER, MA

MUoss, JJ.A,) held, ARMO0UR, C.J.O., di-senting, i
the proper construction of the agreement (set o
report ini 2 0. h. R.), the defendants were j
xnaking certain important changes in the mode of
tion of the brake and ini using the brake so alterec
or not they were using and c1aiming to use it as th
MacLaughliu's invention and so describing it.

lFleming, Wigle, & Ilodd, Windsor, solicito>rs
tiffS.

Blake, Lash, & Cass;eIs, Toronto, solicitors fr


