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country and took orders. It was a distinctive feature of
plaintiffs' business that the customers who hought their led-
gers, binders, etc., should also get the supply of loose sheets
con8tantly needed to fit into, the ledgers, etc., from the
plaintifse, and nlot ftrn any other source. This was pro-
vided for at first by a restrictive condition pasted into the
ledgers and other goods sold, and afterwards by means of
orders, containing such a clause, signed hy the curtomer.
It niay be hroadly stated that there would be no effective
restriction obtained by the niere notice stuck on the ledger;
to mnake a contract with that condition, it muet b. shewn
that the buyer assented thereto and bought on that condition.
And when the order was, signed by the custorner, his asseut
would usually be suifficiently established. In the latter case
thiere would be a valid contract between the plaintiffs and the.
cuistomner, which he could only break, by purchasing sheets
elsewhere, at the peril of injunction and damages, iLe., a con-
travtual relation whirh would be recognized and given effect
to by* the Court, and in the formner case there would be no
suech contractual relations as to the sheets subsequently pro-
cuired.

The dlefendant., are fornied of the 4 who went out froin
the plaintiffs and others, these 4 being directors and Mr.
Trout (one of them) the manager. The defendants were
thus fanxiliar with the mnethods of doing busqiness adopted
by the plaintiffs, and in the general conduct of the business
they* followed the sane lunes. They canvabsed actively for
business ainong the old cuistomiers of the plaintiffs, and
solicited their orders for. (among other thiings,.) loose sheeta,.
These ordlers w-ere so plaved with miany old customers, and
the sheets so obtained werp uâed in the ledger-binders boughit
froin the plaintiffs. Iu their miode(, of dealing the plaitiisY
relied not orily uipon the restrictive clause, buit mnaily, 1
think, uipon the fact that their goodas and sheets were pro-
tected( b>' patent. As to the shevets thiis was erroneons-

alnd as to the restrictive clause, it w-oufl protert themi onlv
so far as they could prove a contract being mnade subiject
to that restriction. In the subse,(quenit canvaa.sing of the
detendlan t' agents-, they were aware of the existence of the
restrictive condition, and theyv were aware that mnany ordera
lia( been taken containing the condition which hand been
signedl and accepted by the cusgtomer. Buit, as uaid by Mr.
Trout, when h. canvamsed h. was not able to recollect what
particular cusýtomners hiad signed the order, aud h.e went


