
perinitted defendanits, and miay be said to have Iicensed theým
by paroi, to conitinuev to mnanufacture his invention.

iBut oit what teýris?ý Net 0on those et the agreemient of
1b92, alt'Ough' at Iirst sighit it iigbit seem >;e fromn his letter
oi l9th April, 1892. Somthtlilin mst hiae passed betmeen
the parties, tfivc ffet(ý of which we cati only infer from the
eorrespondence of JauryFbr1yw195 h agreement
o! 89 is flot referred to, but quite a dIifferent, one, namely,aii agreceit to pay $200 for royalties for the year ending
31st 1eexlr 1894. INot onfly is the yearly period for
which tIc royaItY was paidi different, viz,., January ta
Ikeemb1er, itedo! dune te May\, but the amouint payable
and paid for that y-ear wýas $200, instead o! $300), a.s it wotild
baveý bei-n under the agret'nient of 1892. Again. for Il
year 189I5 we find in tIc subsequenit correspondence the
admitSionI dhit the roYa[tyý was $30, nd waS payable at tIe
eud] of eebr iiistvad of Mayv. There is neo evidence that
tfie lagreemnt betweeni the parties, whtvrit lmy halve
bvun, or hnermadie, emntainedi miNy other ternis thanl a

heneor permission ont plaintiff's part to manufacture his
irvention, and oit de fenldan lts' part te p11Y inii the 1s111, of
$2001 ani $310 airlis for the years 1894 and 18095
rcspcctivei.Tes ternis se far correspond with thoseý ini
the propoact i greeýment o! 1894, but plaintiff>sees and
continued repudiation o! that agrement preclude., us f ront
holding that it was e-ver acceptei se) as ta make the other
terni. therein expreasedl biidinig oit defendants. '11w Chier
Justice doca not so lbld, and indeed upen the ev-idence eold
neot bave done so, but treats thie words "aour aigrûeement - iix
tFe letter o! 3ist .lanmary, 1895, as re!erring to an are
mient with plaintif thant lie shiould receive f ront defenidantaý-
fié.sni royaieis that (lottwalis & Co. bati agreed to, pay
timdeIr the agreernent of 1892. As l have pointed out, this
cmit. hardly be se, the periods for w-hiceh they we(re paid, and(,
as te the i!rFt yeatr at ail events, the amount, being different.

As. owever. defendants cotinueid in 1894; and subs-e-
quent years te manufactuire plaintiff's invention, 1 think that,
iil xothing ciste had oecurredl, it wouid flot be diffleuit te ixifer
thiat, thia wasè done under his uointinuied license and asenit,
ayud thnt th(, suri paid for roity for 1,8el might propeiy
lie' regarded as the meatwet ef ivhat defendants aiiould payV
for thom. vvars, except 19,which was not, a fi vear. ln
thus way the. retit would not be different fron that whichI
liai; bevi rmiched in the Court below.

Defendantsq, havever, centend that ini the fail of 1896
tlry gave notice to plaintiff that they would no longer pay


