
AILLEN MANUFAQTUR1NG 00>. v. MURPHY.

exesve and profitable. Evidence was more specially directed
1 ta teetnt of territory which supplied, material for the eustoni

Im4.r; snd it appears that the eompany did business from
th Paifie te the Atlantic provinces of the Dominion-cehiefiy,
Il linfe along the line of the Canadian Pacifie Railway. It
m i evidene.- that ini connection with the laundry work there

am ilty or sixty agencies in different parts of Canada....
Th washing of ail customr work is done in Toronto, and the

pa eto elothing and furnishings are eolleeted at the varions
bae"with horsesi and waggons....

Thu there would appear to be an extensive and widespread
b"eg which ia able, by present railway facilities, to do profit-
able rd. all over Canada, and its business generally appears
te b. on the. increafe.

IateIy, hôwever, thie defendant lias eommenced a rival busi-
am i thIaundry line, ini the city of Toronto, and lias serionsly

afeeted the. business of the coinpany and drawn off many of its
lâ1es enstonimrs And the question is, whether this ean bc
re«rained under the restrictive clause eontained in the agree-

Uwt oif the. 2lst February, 1904, by whieh the defendant, for
pood eonjid-ratioii, becamie bound, for three years after leaving
the .mployient of thev plaintiffs, that lie would be "neither
diry uer indirietlyv interested or emp]oyed in any way, by
biet, or with, by, or through any otlier person, in any busi-
mu~ of à similar kind Wo that varried on by the plaintiffs, within
the limita of the Dominion of Canada."

The Oblêif Justice dmiedtlie case on the ground that tlie
ruswm laundry business entered, into by the defendant was
no beah of hi. engagement not to enter "înto any business
of & similar kind"? to that carried on by the plaintiffs. That is,
the dstmidant, having been educated. in tlie improved methods
of buness in the. plaintiffs' lauindry and intrusted with their

«eta la to be at liberty Wo cut into tliat very profitable part
nf their busLinesýs 1)*y a comnpetîive laundry in the sanie city.

.. Tii. defendant le invading one- moiety of the business,
an bas enterel in serious -omipetitioii witli the plaintiffs,

h -t ean o hi. former position in thieir laundry, and through
Snfdntal communications derived from his former employ-

L"t The very statemient of the position should carry its ' own
MoEu=tion. 1 cannot rend any exculpation. in tlie defence,
'Iby businm encroaches only on hlf of your business, and

lh Iet do flot disturh.'
Nor hA the relation hetween these parties barren of authority.

t1 tes wether the bivsiness is of R simular kind to that of the


