
FOSTER r, MIACDO>NALD.

FALCONBRIDGE, C.J. :-1 have delayed this for a lime
with a view of writing sornething. But 1 do not kntow 11iat
I can usefully add anything to wliat may Iearned brotherý
have said.

I agree in the resuit arrived at by them.

DIVISI(>NAI. COURT.

C(>PELANI -CHATTERSON CO. v. IU NESS
SYSTEMfS LIMITED.

Damages-fnciting or Procurîiig BreachofCunrat
Actîinible PFronq .1-aIe of G;oods. foutoes~u~
Io Restriîction -Rival ùî uies wîihNtc of Restr1<'-
tion, Indv.cing Customer Io Break ConitraciMaic
.Proof of Dana ge-Injunction-Moiflilcat'ionoia
Danïages-Reference-Costs.

Appeal by defendants froin judgment of Boyin, C., anite
259, in favour of plaintiffs.

G. H. Kiliner, K.C., for defexidants.
W. B. ?Raney, K.C., for plaintiffs.

TEE COURT (MULoCK, C.J., MAGU, J., CLUTE, J.).
varied the judgnxent by llarrowing the injunctionn so that it
îs to restrain defendants from. xaking contracts withi per-
sons whom they know to have made contradsq with plain-
tiffs, and with this variation judgment afflrmed with coatF.

MBRED1TH, C. J. MAY 7T'M, 1909.
CHAMBERS.

FOSTEJI v. MACDONALD.

Slander-Pleading-St abrnent of Defence--Jiaificotioni - -
Pariculars-Fair Comment -M itigatioi? of Damnages-
Provocalory Chiallenge-Irrelevant MtesEbraa
m en t-Scope of Trial-S pecifle ChJarges.

Appeal by defendant and cross-appeal hy plaintifl f r.,-i

order of Master in Chambers, ante 1012.

N. W. llowell, X.C., for defendant.
I. F. HelImuth, K.C., for plaintiff.


