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The second agreement is on a form used by plainflif s in
-onnection with the retail trade, and. provides, amongst other
Lhings, that defendants, in consideration of plaintiffs' cove-
nant to supply tliem with the above inentioned preparations
at a. schedule of prices therein set out, agree not to seli such
PreparatiQnis to ans' retailer except at the scedule of prîffl
rnentioned in the said. agreement, and then only when sucli
retailer had signed an agreement with plaintiffs to the sanie
ýffect as the said agreement with defendants.

IPlaintiffs allege that they have supplied defendants with
lheir preparations, in accordance with the agreement, and in
Dvery way have earried out their part of the contraets.

Plaintiffs charge that defendants have nlot eomplied witli
their covenants contained in the said agreements, and have
;old the preparations of plaintiffs at lower prices than those
igreed to be observed, as set out in the sehedule to said
igreemients, and defendants refuse to observe and be bound
Dy their covenanta in, the saîd agreemnt.

IDefendants plead that flie contracts are nuil and void by
ýeason of being in restraint of trade. Defendants further
msy that if any sueh agreements existed, a" referred to in
,laintiffs' statement of dlaim, they were procured by an mTi-
awlui conspiracy between plainiffs and other înanufacturing
,hemists and the Association of Wholesale and lietail Drug.-
lists, a.nd that the said conspiracy was entered into for the
mvrpose of und'uly enhancing the prices of certain mcd(i-
Ànies, and are eontrary to the provisions of the Crinjiiial
-ode relatinig thereto, and are nuli and void.

Plaintiffs' manager was examined for discovery, and it
vas agreed between the parties that his examînation should
>e put, in as evidence.

it a.ppeared from the evidence that the goods covered by
he contracts had been supplied to defendants; that defen-
lants had been advised that the contraet was illegal and void,
~nd h ad ref used, to be bound by it, and bad, in tact, sold goods
)Urehased( at prices less than the prices fixed by the selhedules
n the said agreements, in breach of 'their contracts with
olaintiffs. Plaintiffs, were in fact paid tlieir prices for the
rooda. 'l'le breach charged was that defendants were selling
t ljess than the sehedule prices. Plaintiffs' manager cx-
,1ined hew this injuriously affectcd their business...


