
WILEY v. BLUM.

TJhe covenant was as follows:
Il6. The party of the first part, agrees with the paitty of

the ecn part that lie shall xot direeth' or iudirectlv earry
oni or l e cngaged in the hotel business iii the said eiît. of
SItratfor&"'

1-. Sydnoy Smnith, K.C., for plainitiff.

J,. C. Maikinis, Stratford, l'or dfnat

FALC ONPRIn(;n. C.J. :-1t find 11pon Ille evidence thait
defexîdant dlid nrt directIl N or i dretycrr von or N, eni-
gged in thie hotel(l buinesis in thie eiyof S-'trlitfoi-. Ili,

gratuitoui!Y osite ne 11dlm to raiso mnonev and utheri-
wi,) lupurchase, anid carry on sueli a business, but lie 114cdbelr

had ,i nor . ;iil an inlcre-t iin it by wax of' patimcirsipim mnwil

alv othler waypeunarly Defendant did act a" barlteIr
for H1ehîn for. two motL, froin about 141hi NovemberL to

8hOU)it '23rd Jauryind was paid $100)wae for tîmis Lîer-
vice, ;111( there is lnothinig more duc to hîni.

'hje writ waijs -)ot ssýed uii. ?211(1 A1 ,rîi ]a.-t. Tho
(ireumns1.t1lilCes; Mw0re 11erc fupeos an m ars ivited( hy
plaint iff's one to> fi rd thlat t1 1wh ole msehemne was afra4
nlin and colonrable- one, but 1 t'enr1ot do su uponi flic cvîi-

den-e.
Vnlfer ail thil remtales while I disilniss the( aet1ion,

I d) >qo wAit bouit eýo4F.
1I4i r 1f 0 t Roer v.,okn 29 0. R., and caiso-

t1hereý citedl; Alleni v. Taylor, 19 W. R1. 556; Boss V. Andvrso)n,
9 ( . W. R. 682. The covenant in the last nîientionedl casLe

,wa, nmuehl more swceping than the present oine.
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WILEY v. BLUIM.

Principal andi( Agent-A gei Commission ont Sale of Min-.
inglan.-otut-vdiii-->eie of P>art of

Vrice-Opion-Abylnd(on ment.

Acttion to recoveýr $150,000 as eorfmxssion, paalpon
tho sa] l\- defendaýnt of some gold mninn properties in the
liainyv River district


