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The defendants did not in any way enter into conwith the plaintiffs; and the business which they carried ono0 appreciable damage to the plaintiffs-not, even increas
:fire-nîsk or mnsurance-rates.

After the plaintiffs knew the purpose to which the deintended to devote their property, they not only made rtion but actually encouraged the defendants in establislifoundry. There was no0 menit whatever in the plaintif' iThey based it whoIly upon a restriction to which. Dicksoito subject purchasers from him of the lands ini question alands fartber north, which were served, like the properti<
parties, by an hydraulic canal which Dickson had constrIt was undoubted that a restriction was imposed,upon the predecessors in titie of the parties, that only oneshould be carried on upon the lots served bythe canal.time no0 p,>wer except that of water was in use, ordintJpper Canada. Dickson's intention was, it would seemvent competition among the lessees from him of the powi
hie had made available.

The restriction was contained in a form. of agreerner
was flot registered, and the defendants were purchasers fwithout notice of such restriction.

Sie 1842, conditions had so changed kn this Proviithe object of the restriction could not be attained. As inSai.nsbury, [1913] 2 Ch. 513, to give effect to the plaintitention would be to perpetuate, far beyond the real intethe rignalcontracting parties, restrictions which by thof time bad becon3e obsolete and meaningless. Thejmight not b3e actuated by mere caprice, or by a desirexnoney out of a possible breach by the defendants of 1and ol>solete restrictions; but, in the altered state ofstances, the enterprise~ of the defendiants should not be piat the instance of persons who had not sustained and w(likely to sustain damage by what the defendants had dor
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