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8STRARNS v. AVERY.

(,Qlta4<-d9U21tY-8G1 of Goods-C md itions iJnrcasoizably
Eithancig Prio.s 0h47 ged to Pttblie-Eement of Cr»i"e-

hapsairing Ffftd.m of Conttract-Refusai to En force Agree-.

Motion by the, plaintiffs for an interjin injunction restrain-
ing the. defendant frein selling the. goods mnanufactured by the

PIlaintiffm exeept at prices menitioned iii in agreemenit between
thi, polintiffs auid defendant.

The motion was heard hy Boy», C., in the Weekly Court at
Toronto,

S . il. Bradford, K.C., for the. plaintiffs.
A. C'. MeMastsr, for the. defendant.

Beys. ('.:-The 5tii paragraph of the defendant't; affidavit
wouId .11mw that the. profitsac by the plaintiffs to be made

by te dfenantare greaty ini exces of what would be fair and
reawmbleThe cagne was not argued on the facts, but rather

put iion the 15W as to wiither the lauglish case of llimanl Sons
&£Co. v. *'i-iitl 8 oei Limited, il 9011 2 ('b. 275, w-as to b.

re <ré s applebe or the 4Canadian case of Wampwole & Coe.
vP. Fi a .f Lintd(96, 11 O.LR. 619. If the right

vlmw< h, ag I t<ik itis that the. stipulations imiposed by thie
ve')(lr-painiff,.reU s. a uureasonably te enhance the prive

to th purhuingpuble h the elernnt of crimne cores Iii anid
affvrt th rMr feet wiiici might otiierwise exist.

l'ht 10ngw, 1 thhlk it is rny duty te follkw the. Warnpole case.
1 wotild esti 40etint the fact that this case was followed byv

Mathers. ('.. in a Maititoba cage, Shragge v. Weidmian (1910>,
20 Mait, R~. 178. lie wu rever8ed on appeul in that Province; but
Ilim deviluoon wam restored by them Supreme Court of Canada:-

Wdanv. 8 oe(1912), 46 S.C.R. 1.
The. EIIgimh eeiio was also net follow.d by the Supreme

Court of the UTnited Stte iu Miles Medical Ce. v. Park & Sons
l'o. ( 1911), 220 ILS. 373, 413, for rsans generally in accord

witii the Uin..aope by my brpthmr Ointe in the. Waunpole case.
1 reww he otin fo inuneionwiti costs; and I suppose


