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defendant is, whether it is suffieiently like iL to omipete witht ii
serioaaly: Drew v. Guy, [18941 3 Ch. 25. As put by Kekewich
J., in Watts v. Smith, 62 L.T.R. 453, the covenant mneana th&
ho should flot go and do that which he hald thieretofore b..i
doing wheu in the employment of the plaintiffs, i>e., inanagini
their laundry department. And this language, 1 thinik, applie
even though the laundry eonducted by the defendant be ai
entire business, and not one department of a larger busin..m
This defendant carnies on the laundry trade, wiedh is ess;entiaIý
the trade embraced in the words "a qimilar kind ofbui.,
even though the plaintiffs' laundry may he regarded as aiuxiliar:
to Lbeir manufacturing-alI la the one hieaof compound
and cognate nature, a material part of whiolh tht-ilvdwiit ha
injured. See the converse ease of Biwl v. Fro(leri(,kq, 4
Ch.D. 244.

The question raiseil on the pIeadings, »ind mnore camest,
arguied by the defendant w-as thiat thec ceinaniiit was unenfom.
able h)ecaus.e toe wide- in its restrictions, eovoring the whol. a
Canada...

[Reference te Nordenfeit v. Matxini Nodnfi ;una an,
Ammunition Co., [18941 A.C. 535, 54S, 556; Miwiiieh V. pFes
es4tre, 61 L.J. Chi. 737, 741.]

Now, the burden r-estas on the defendant to slîew that th~
eontraet la invalid, and that it la plainly and ohvilusly elet
that the protection extended( beyond what the plaintifs'i iinteresj
required. That la the expression iusedl by Fry, J.. in RouiRa
v. Rouqillon, 14 C11.1. 3,51, lit p. 365; and, follewinig that e»
Chitty, J., hevld, MnBdsh Ailfin und Soda Fabrik v. Seh0-
Segner & ('o., 118921 :3 Chi. 447, thiat if the restr-iction i. nq
greater than clan psbhe required for the protection oftI
vovenantee, it is neturaonbe

In this case the bulsiness of thle plaitilfys ais a whioe leani
extends over ail parts of Canada: ais to the latimdry brané
it extenda over the greater part of Canada....

There ie an additional enment lit this vonitest wich mluat 12
b. disregarded. Th'le platinitis hiave mad(e chianges for bett
worklng in the(- lauiidry niaehlinery and plant thiat other Iaundri
know nothing about: by means of expert workmnen, tiie machn
are imnprovedl by varionis attaclhments whieh arc in the, nature
trade secrets. The défendant was emloyiedl in the laundi
dlepartmnent (wliii hie selvetcd) in a votnfidential position, a,
was instracted lu ail the deftails of the buisiniess, and thbs t

camne cognizatnt cf thesv imiproved inethodu applied and u


