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T e'I ugeîtu trial declared that fli deftiidaàlf waý
I iahle uînler a covenant for tlic damiages whïlifilte litshd
i,ýttined by reasion of the acts of tlic defendant's husband, Daniel

M Dewey, and referred it to the Master to aseertain, and state wa
ulaim ig(- tile p]aintiffs liad sustained by reason of tlic breaulies ofI
[lie dt't'eîdant's covenant, rescrving furîlier directions and c)oatsi

The Master reported that lie founid tîtat flic plaintiTs liad s
tained danmages to tlic extent of $.5,000, and lus report ivas p
lield bv JNLx ., upon appeal bY the defendant, Who tdieu ap-
pealed to a Divisional Court. 'l'lat t 'ouit rediuced the damtages tu

$2;and flhe plaintiffs now appealeul.

Ti'î appeal was houard býv Moss, C'J.O., Osimz. (G muow, M~

G. Lyne(li-Sta-unitoiiî, K.( X, for' tlic pla intiff..
À\. M. J.ewi.s, for the ilefendant.

Moss, (.... In dealing with flic question ot
damages, whicli was tlic onl 'v one referred to lii11. it was the Ms
ter's duty to bave regard to flie pleadings and proceedings ut thie
trial, but lie could not disregard the express declarations and dir'-
(etions of the judgment.

Tlue pleadings show that tlic plaintiffs coiîplained that a co..'-
eminerc( ixîto by flic defendant to the effeet fliat lier lîusbanid

W011ld flot bie intcrested in1 or carry on anY buisiness of
dealing iii iee, fuel, or any other coînmodity to, be deait ini by the,
îlaintilfs, anîd tliat lic would not li emuploved by or wvork for aniV
porson, firi, or company,,nor lîold stock ini any companvcgae
ùii dealing ia ice, fuel, or any otlîer conîioditv to hoe deait ýIn byv
ilie plaintiffs, for 10 yewars, witlîin. a radius of 30 miles froxa the
city of Hlamilton, had beenl broken, tlîereby causing great injury f,,
tbc plaintiffs' business aid oiîsoqueurt damuage to thoera.

.Bcvond a geealdnial of flic allegations of tlie staternent
of cliii, no deýfen1ce was put forward, exeept (by aniendment) that~
the defoîîdait In entcring into fli c oveniant aeted without inde-
pendent advice, in ignorance of and witlîout understanding lier
piositioni or rïglîts.

At tlie trial tlîis issue was deteriuined against lier, aîîd the
jîîdgîient alreudl îîîouîtitoned ivas pronouinced.

Jlaving beforec liin flic deelaration of flic defendaxit's liabîiti *v
tte i plaintiffs for damnages sustained by reason of lier husband'>
îucts. and tlie direction to ascertain tliese daiageq, thec Mas;terI
would îlot be m-arrarntcd iin qssumning tlat sucli a referenre wais


