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Contract — Agreement in restraint of trade — Considerations for issue of interim
injunction.

The petitioner company carrying on the business of manufacturing and exporting
of garments, instituted action in the District Court against the respondent who
was at one time employed by the petitioner company as a shift supervisor, for
breach of a written contract of employment resulting from his resignation. The
petitioner company sought an interim injunction against the respondent
restraining him from engaging himself in employment in any garment
manufacturing or exporting business in terms of the contract. After inquiry the
learned District Judge refused to issue an interim injunction and vacated the
enjoining order initially issued. The petitioner company appealed from that order.

Held:

“All contracts in restraint of trade are prima facie void, and each case must be
examined having regard to its special circumstances to consider whether or not
the restraint is justified. The only ground of justification is that the restraint is
reasonable having regard to interests of both contracting parties as well as to the
interests of the public”.

There was a serious question to be tried at the trial and this was not a case where
material available to the District Judge at the time the order was made showed
unmistakably that there was no case for an injunction at ali; or that there was
probably no right of the plaintiff which could have been violated. The facts and
circumstances of the case seemed to show that this was a case where the
learned District Judge should have dealt with the application for the interim
injunction and the substantial dispute at one and the same time. The order was
set aside and interim injunction as prayed for was directed to be issued.
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RANASINGHE, J.

The petitioner-Company (hereinafter referred to as “the
Petitioner”), which carried on the business of manufacturing and
exporting of garments, has instituted proceedings in the District
Court of Mount Lavinia on 8.3.1978 in Case No. 235/Z against the
Respondent on the footing that the Respondent, who was employed
by the Petitioner as an Apprentice Shift Supervisor with effect from
1.3.77 and was subsequently confirmed in the said post as from
17.10.77, has, by tendering his resignation from the employment of
the petitioner, by his letter dated 31.1.78, committed a breach of his
contract of employment entered into with the Petitioner on 17.10.1977
(a copy of which said contract is the document marked “D” annexed
to the petition), and has prayed, inter alia, for an interim injunction
“restraining the respondent from engaging himself in employment in
any garment manufacturing or exporting business”.

The learned District Judge thereupon issued an ex parte Order
enjoining the respondent accordingly pending the disposal of the
application for the interim injunction. The respondent then filed
objections to the issue of an interim injunction and also moved that
the said enjoining order be vacated. After inquiry, the learned District
Judge, by his order dated 22.6.78, refused the Petitioner’s
application for an interim injunction, and vacated the said Enjoining

Order.

The learned District Judge has in his Order held that several of the
terms and conditions set out in the said document marked “D” are
unreasonable and iliegal in that they constitute “a business or trade
restraint”, and that the respondent is not therefore bound by the
terms and conditions of the said document “D".



CA Hentley Garments Ltd. v. J. S. A. Fernando (Ranasinghe, J.) 147

A consideration of the principles, which should guide a Court in
deciding whether or not to issue an interim injunction, would at this

stage be most helpful.

In the case of Jinadasa v. Weerasinghe Dalton, J. expressed the
view that in an application for an interim injunction the Court “must be
satisfied that there is a serious question to be tried at the hearing and
that on the facts before it there is a probability that the plaintiff is
entitled to relief”. The application for an interim injunction was,
however, refused in that case for the reason that, on the averments
set out in the plaint itself, it was clear that there was “no case for an

injunction at all”.

The matters, which should be taken into consideration by a Court
from which an interim injunction is prayed for, were considered by
(H.N.G.) Fernando, J. (as His Lordship the Chief Justice then was) in
the case of Dissanayake v. Agricultural and Industrial Credit
Corporation®. In that case a land which had been mortgaged to the
A.l1.C.C. was sold by the said Corporation in pursuance of the
statutory powers vested in it. Thereupon the mortgagor instituted an
action for a declaration that the said sale was void on the grounds of
material irregularity, and he also moved for an interim injunction to
restrain the said Corporation from confirming the said sale. The
learned District Judge held an inquiry which turned out to be a
virtual trial of the principal dispute in the action, and, having taken
the view that the plaintiff's objections were frivolous, he dismissed
the plaintiff's application for an interim injunction. (H.N.J.) Fernando,
J. set aside the order of the learned District Judge and in directing
that an interim injunction do issue, expressed the view that the
learned District Judge's opinion that the plaintiff could not succeed
in his substantive action is not by itself a ground for refusing an
interim injunction. His Lordship further stated, at page 285 as

follows:

“The proper question for decision upon an application for an
interim injunction is ‘whether there is a serious matter to be tried
at the hearing’ (Jinadasa v. Weerasinghe). It it appears from the
pleadings already filed that such a matter does exist, the further
question is whether the circumstances are such that a decree
which may ultimately be entered in favour of the party seeking
the injunction would be nugatory or ineffective if the injunction is

not issued”.

The question was once again considered by (H.N.G.) Fernando, J.
in the case of Richard Perera v. Albert Perera.® |n that case the
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plaintiff sued for a declaration that he was the life Managing Director
of the 5th Defendant-Company of which the 1st to 3rd defendants
were Directors and the 4th Defendant-Company the Agents and
Secretaries. The plaintiff also prayed for an interim injunction
restraining the defendants from removing him from the office of
Managing Director and from interfering with his duties and functions
in that capacity. The defendants averred that the plaintiff had
obtained loans from the Company and had thereby vacated his office
of Managing Director by virtue of the provisions of Article 72(5) of the
Table “A” of the Companies Ordinance. When the matter was taken
up for inquiry before the learned District Judge the plaintiff admitted
that he borrowed money from the Company. The learned District
Judge, taking the view that the proviso to Article 72 operated to
prevent vacation of office by the plaintiff, however, made order
allowing the application for an interim injunction. Fernando, J. set
aside the order of the learned District Judge, and, whilst re-affirming
the view earlier expressed in Dissanayake’s case (supra), His
Lordship expressed as follows at page 447:

“While adhering to the view that the trial Judge should not
decide the substantive guestion in considering an application for
an injunction, | do not agree that some consideration of the
substantive question at this early stage is necessarily irrelevant”;

and at page 448:

“Where the plaintiff through his Counsel and his evidence
reveals information which justifies the prima facie view that he is
not entitled to the substantive relief claimed in his plaint, it
would, in my opinion, be wrong for a judge to ignore such
information and issue the injunction. If the material actuaily
placed before the Court reveals that there is probably no right
of the plaintiff which can be violated, it wouid be unreasonable
to issue the injunction”.

It was contended on behalif of the plaintiff that what the learned
District Judge had done was in effect decide the substantive
guestion in dispute between the parties and that the learned District
Judge should not have taken that course but should have restricted
himself to considering whether there was a serious matter for
decision and if so, whether prejudice would be caused to the plaintiff
if the said injunction was not granted. It has to be noted that, even
though His Lordship agreed with the view that the learned District
Judge had in effect decided the substantial dispute between the
parties, yet refused the plaintiff the interim injunction which the
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plaintiff was seeking to obtain. The reason why His Lordship made
such an order was due to the particular circumstances of that case.
A document filed by the plaintiff himself with his pleadings and an
admission made by the plaintiff's pleader at the inquiry, clearly
supported the defence position that the plaintiff had, by his own
actions, vacated his office as life Managing Director. The material
which was thus placed before the learned District Judge at the
inquiry into the application for the issue of the interim injunction
revealed that “there is probably no right of the plaintiff which could
be violated” and justified “the prima facie view that he (plaintiff) is not
entitled to the substantive relief claimed in the plaint”. It was in these
circumstances that His Lordship expressed the view referred to

above at page 447:

“l do not agree that some consideration of the substantive
question at this early stage is necessarily irrelevant”.

it has to be noted that His Lordship did at page 449 state that it
was also not a case where the grant of an injunction wouid ensure
the maintenance of the status quo at the time of the institution of the

plaint.

A consideration of the judgment of Fernando, J. in Perera’s case
(supra) shows that, whilst re-affirming the principle laid down earlier
in the Dissanayake case (supra), His Lordship nevertheless
proceeded to modify it somewhat by stating that some consideration
of the substantive question even at that early stage is not necessarily
irrelevant.

In the case of Mallika Ratwatte v. The Minister of Lands,” it was
laid down that; in order that an interim injunction may issue, it is not
necessary that the Court should find a case which would entitle the
plaintiff to relief at all events: that it is quite sufficient if the Court finds
a case which shows that there is a substantial question to be
investigated and that matters ought to be preserved in status quo
until the question can be finally disposed of.

The principles that should be foliowed in deciding whether or not
an interim injunction should be issued have been considered in
England by the House of Lords in the case of American Cyanamid
Co. v. Ethicon Ltd*® where it was laid down that: there is no rule of
law that the court was precluded from considering whether, on a
balance of convenience, an interlocutory injunction should be
granted unless the plaintiff succeeded in establishing a prima facie
case or a probability that he would be successful at the trial of the
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action: all that was necessary was that the court should be satisfied
that the claim was not frivolous or vexatious, i.e. that there was a
serious question to be tried. At page 510 Lord Diplock stated:

“It is no part of the Court’s function at this stage of the litigation
to try to resolve conflicts of evidence on affidavit as to facts in
which the claims of either party may ultimately depend nor to
decide difficult questions of law which call for detailed
argument and mature considerations. These are matters to be
dealtwithatthetrial . ....... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .....
So unless the material available to the court at the hearing of
the application for an interlocutory injunction fails to disclose
that the plaintiff has any real prospect of succeeding in his
claim for a permanent injunction at the trial, the court should go
on to consider whether the balance of convenience lies in
favour of granting or refusing the interlocutory relief that is
sought”.

These then are the principles which are relevant in determining
whether or not an interim injunction should have issued in this case
against the respondent. | shall now proceed to consider the material
which is relied on by the plaintiff in support of his claim for an interim
injunction. Before doing so | should refer to the argument advanced
on behalf of the respondent: that the consideration of this question
should be limited to the material set out in the plaint and the exhibits
annexed thereto, and that any material arising from the evidence led
at the inquiry should not be considered for this purpose.

Reliance was placed by learned Queen’s Counsel for the
respondent on the judgment of Lord Shaw in the case of Herbert
Morris Ltd. v. Saxelby.® Be that as it may, in the present case,
however, the position is that at the time the learned District Judge
came to make his order he had before him not only the plaint and the
exhibits annexed to the plaint, but also the evidence placed before
him, without any objection, by both parties. In fact in the Perera Case
(supra) the material elicited at the inquiry into the application for the
interim injunction was not only considered but also weighed heavily
in the ultimate decision not to issue the interim injunction prayed for.
It appears to me to be too late for the respondent to move that the
court do shut its eyes to the material elicited at the inquiry held
before the learned District Judge on 10.4.78.

The plaint is based upon an alleged breach of clause (3) of the
Contract of Employment, the document “D", which is as follows:
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“In consideration of the training you have just completed at
Hentley Garments Limited, you will hereby agree and undertake
that you will serve in the employment of Hentley Garments
Limited for a minimum period of three years after confirmation
of your services. In the event of your not serving as aforesaid or
your employment being terminated for any reason whatever,
you will further undertake that you will not take employment in
any garment manufacturing or exporting business for a period
of three years calculated from the date of your confirmation. In
the event of any breach by you of this undertaking, Hentley
Garments Limited will be entitled to restrain you by action at law
and by injunction, and you will be liable to repay to Hentley
Garments Limited by way of liquidated damages a sum
equivalent to the aggregate amount paid to you during the
period of your training and probation”.

The position taken up by the respondent is that the restraint
imposed by the Petitioner “is a restraint on the opportunity given to
the Respondent to earn his livelihood”, and “fails to satisfy the test of
reasonableness between the parties and in the public interest as
required by law”, and that it cannot therefore be enforced.

Covenants embodied in contracts in restraint of trade fall into two
familiar categories, viz. those by which an employee agrees that after
leaving his present employment he will not compete against his
employer either by setting up business on his own account or by
entering the service of a rival trader, and those by the vendor of the
goodwill of a business not to carry on a similar business in
competition with the purchaser. In this case we are concerned only
with the earlier category.

The development of the English law relating to restraint of trade
has been greatly influenced by changing social concepts and
conditions. Having begun with the view that all restraints of trade,
whether general or partial, as being totally void as they tend to foster
monopolies, in the year 1711 in the case of Mitchel v. Reynolds,” the
view was taken that although a general restraint is necessarily void
yet a partial restraint is prima facie valid and enforceable, if
reasonable. Thereafter in 1894, in the case of Maxim Nordenfelt Gun
Co. v. Nordenfelt® the House of Lords held that the old rule that
general restraints were bad always and that partial restraints were
bad if unreasonable has been modified and that the true test of the
validity of a condition in restraint of trade is whether the restraint in
the particular case, be it general or particular, is or is not reasonable.
Subsequently, in the case of Mason v. Provident Clothing and Supply
Co. Ltd.® the House of Lords laid down that all covenants in restraint
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of trade, whether partial or general, are deemed to be prima facie
void and unenforceable unless the test of reasonableness
propounded by Lord Macnaghten in the Nordenfelt case was
satisfied. Their Lordships did also stress a sharp distinction between
contracts of service and contracts for the sale of business, stating
that a restraint may be imposed more readily and more widely upon
the vendor of a business in the interests of the purchaser than upon a
servant in the interests of a master. The House of Lords thereafter, in
the year 1916, gave effect to these principles in the case of Herbert
Morris Ltd. v. Saxelby (supra), by holding that a covenant which
restraints a servant from competition is always void as being
unreasonable, unless there is some exceptional proprietary interest
owned by the master, whether in the nature of a trade connection or
in the nature of trade secrets, which requires protection. A restraint
against competition by a servant has been held to be justifiable if its
object is to prevent the exploitation of trade secrets learned by the
servant in the course of his employment - vide Forster and Sons Ltd.
v. Suggett.®™ In such a case the employer would have to prove
definitely that the servant has acquired substantial knowledge of
some secret process or mode of manufacture used in the course of
his business. Even the general knowledge derived from secret
information which has taught an employee how best to solve
particular problems as they arises may be a proper subject-matter of
protection — vide Commercial Plastics Ltd. v. Vincent."® The most
recent decision in the development of this branch of the law in
England appears to be the decision of the House of Lords in the
case of Esso Petroleun Co. Ltd. v. Harper's Garage (Stourport) Ltd?
in which their Lordships affirmed the principles laid down in the
Nordenfelt case (supra). In the course of their respective judgments
their Lordships did, however observe: that the words of Lord
Macnaghten in the Nordenfelt case were not intended to indicate that
“any contract which in whatever way restricts a man’s liberty to trade
was (either historically under the common law or at the time of which
they were speaking) prima facie unenforceable and must be shown
to be reasonable” (per Lord Wilberforce, at page 730): that the
changing face of commerce must always be borne in mind (per Lord
Pearce, at p. 724): that restrictions which in an earlier age were
classified as restraints of trade may, in the different circumstances of
today have become “part of the accepted pattern or structure of
trade” as encouraging rather than limiting trade (per Lord Wilberforce
at p. 731); that certain restrictive agreements have now “passed into
the accepted and normal currency of commercial or contractual or
conveyancing relations”, and are therefore no longer suspect (per

Lord Wilberforce, at P. 729).
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Weeramantry: Law of Contracts, sec 396, at page 384,
summarises the position thus: “therefore all contracts in restraint of
trade are prima facie void, and each case must be examined having
regard to its special circumstances to consider whether or not the
restraint is justified. The only ground of justification is that the
restraint is reasonable having regard to the interests of both
contracting parties as well as to the interests of the public”.

The Petitioner has, in the plaint filed before the District Court,
averred that:

*(11). (a) The defendant in breach of the contract dated 17.10.77
has taken up employment with a garment
manufacturing business, Aitken Spence Garments
Limited which is a competitor of the Plaintiff.

(b) The defendant after specialised training and skill in the
day to day functioning, production, efficiency,
supervision, co-ordination and control of the working of
the manufacturing of garments left the services of the
plaintiff in breach of his said contract with the plaintiff
and joined anacther garment manufacturing business.

14. The Plaintiff further pleads that grave and irreparable loss and
damage will be caused to the Plaintiff unless the defendant is
restricted by an interim injunction from being in breach of the said
contract dated 17.10.77 marked “D”.

At the hearing before this Court learned Queen’s Counsel on both
sides referred this Court to the evidence placed before the learned
District Judge on behalf of the parties.

The defendant in the course of his evidence stated, inter alia, in
examination-in-chief:-

“28&Bm6 3@0e® O 8&0e8n cwsidf ®IVIV I @ we
g edDue Qed 7e® mom genews 608 @B gulmNd Bvyd IO
HEooem ¢oawd & 98 cddm 88w ©80;0 ¢Ouom wémDag Bwo A
o B0w. e® 8O wed @ exed. . . . . e eedOw H8C BFedz3
30 @9 meg Bz 85! 83 5@ ewidedwv. Becdn SROS @0
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DG goien’ . B0 cuees @68 e, sBuicn wdgy KBS0
sOeuns 0w H7e® ee® 980 o 80 cueqed c@ewd. . . . . 8 2
e B8owBn 080ms gevsid (018530d) u@iwe® 88w gmnd &
Ao m&dy Bdowm monpds. . . . . e® Hen Emmd 8O & 30
m 3000 880 8¢ & BedmOo.”

and, under cross-examination, as follows:-

“LL . oB&EBmis u®oed @8 etdw med @ BFuoeme =im
gomed (e300udericds!) Bww. . . .. e® 90 Budces® dmag
80 00 2880 Bedm mibunB. @ &0 =i Fnwm HEsigme
BE g Budn 300 58 ©-0500 Bedmbo. 9O HEwogmw Bed
wens! 38w ;20 Bedf D0BVB. . . .. ‘it wrlems! @ enl®
osdes’ 96 un@ddn 18w gn HORdE Ade. P INB ynGde
358EBm90 D0eds! 80 gPeed . . . . . 1978.2.1 & & &8
8@eBn 3E0n denmld (0@0) wdiwed Ol gex. 88
c08wd Borles! @9 @ w@iwed Rdwigm e »EmOI Sww.
37e® Bdmenms R0 wmeu® »es 08,

gy B8 ocu® Sozles? e@im goige® O@g?
& 998w »O5Imd Bedm of omie ocyl e
g Ou ol ©d Sozkn pnddxlg?

e 90 28 pnwd 8896 eesim dpy. dw lwlm wo Gwed equwe
Resn.

gy do glolm ww Cwutd Dxles? @1 O¥ ®ine® mdsiesin! c0xIOB
@0ed o Bw OO emide Hewog?
c: oo

g BPsem ey Baslest e@imig?

¢ (coimdwes oym)

g 5 8&dees Bumlerd m® w08 (H8&HEmS ©®wed)
52060 A% JNED wnemd con nded O §QED §8
0 ovis oozt §ma Bwow.

e @9
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and, under re-examination, as follows:-

“28&Bm06 ©20ed & 98 BB Gued B8R0 dwn G euim B,
I BEON 20 9O wlnm 280mr devsld ©®OdE Fuwrsd
ewgdnim 80 B8O §0Id B Hext 3. HB&EB®IS ©Bo®ed
09 meg 88em» 2OYR®. . . . . 8 E&BmI6 5r0ed® & 99 eeyd®
HEsaema we€ 2. 0 B Swdmd =0z ddmed S8 5856
wO@ms 09 wmeg mym. . . . . ”

The only witness called on behalf of the Petitioner in the inquiry
was the witness Donald Gray, the Petitioner’s Production-Manager.
This witness stated in his examination-in-chief:

OBeG0 gnads ¢ grima. By Sor 83w @ BNO coege
98 cReed Bwi, do 908s. gye H8e® goIDIOE pmd
BeamOo, 1 Om g0edd0 68 =80 ww &B8v. 2 Om SO »¥
08 o008, 3 05 203510 B REuicmw 83e® we®mamodsiDad.
... Bednd8s3 gersst B8 Ry DOm0, 38 Bedn COORs! Becdmercws
g ©DUrTn®IcI0cC0 I3 AT g8 O B HHIHOG exIexId
ROTID OB Oz »rifded ge® 330 O 68w ;8¢ Bwo dcsIm.
0® Bedsewuniens! R4 coegd SIBHGON Pewldmnds »C

B0 @O weEm. . . . . BYND eu® B3R By B&HBwos
@008 €18 BeEed cmDui. sBmicm WOYRS, Axed S Gfad
3030 a380% emides. . . . . c®® B8ed (‘8 ¢ben B8Bed) Swo

Redndr SBwd0 By Dyed ;0 emdL 60IgIIcH WCHOI O
B¥sogm 6850cn Dmens? dyed momld &S96 »6 58 9,858
=00 Bwo. . . . .

and, under cross-examination:—

“ ... @ GdwmoBa amd By O ©cKPG;edn ¥dwd LcmBim
[oozs. . . .. BedBn COOBs Beduwgens 86 80 @gslensd g

On a consideration of the principles set out in the cases dealing
with contracts in restraint of trade referred to above, it would appear
that, although a restrictive covenant in a contract of service would be
considered to be prima facie.void, yet, it is open to the employer to
show that, having regard to the particular facts and circumstances in
which the said agreement has been entered into, the said agreement
is reasonable. The employer would therefore have to place before
court all the evidence upon which he relies to establish the
reasonableness of the covenants complained against. In such a case
the reasonableness of such a restrictive covenant will have to be
decided by court upon a consideration of not only the entirety of the
evidence which the parties desire to and are entitled to place before
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court but also the principles of law relevant to this matter. Such a final
decision cannot and must not be taken at an inquiry into an
application for an interim injunction, the nature and the scope of
which is, as set out by the principles referred to earlier, very limited.

On a consideration of the averments set out in the plaint and the
exhibits annexed to the plaint and those items of oral evidence led at
the inquiry, and referred to earlier, it appears to me that there is a
serious question to be tried at the trial and that this is not a case where
the material available to the learned District Judge, at the time the order
in question was made, showed unmistakably that there was “no case
for an injunction at all” (31 N.L.R. p. 33) or even “that there is probably
no right of the plaintiff which can be violated” (67 N.L.R. p. 448).

The views expressed by the learned District Judge in his order
dated 22.6.78, referred to earlier, show that the learned District
Judge has arrived at a finding on the main and the most crucial
matter in which the parties are at variance, viz: whether clause (3) of
the document “D” referred to earlier, constituted a restraint on the
respondent's freedom of employment, and, if so, whether such
restriction is reasonable. Such a decision, to say the least, is not only
premature, but also unfair particularly by the employer who would not
have placed at such an inquiry all the evidence which he would have
placed at the trial itself.

| shall now proceed to consider whether the balance of
convenience lies in favour of granting or refusing the interim
injunction. This principle has been discussed by Lord Diplock at
page 510 (f to i) in the judgment in the American Cyanamid case
(supra). In the local case of Yakkaduwe Sri Pragnarama Thero v.
Minister of Education,™® (H.N.G.) Fernando, C.J. too considered this
principle. The loss which the respondent would sustain in the event
of his ultimately succeeding at the trial, if he were now restrained by
an interim injunction, would, in my opinion, be adequately met by an
order for damages against the Petitioner. The extent of any such loss
sustained by the respondent is capable of determination with near
precision. It would, on the other hand, be very difficult to assess the
damages that would and could have been suffered by the Petitioner
as a result of the respondent’s continuance of what he is being
sought to be prevented from doing, if the Petitioner was to succeed
in establishing its rights at the trial.

According to clause (3) of the document “D” referred to earlier, the
respondent has been confirmed in his post as from 1.10.77; and
accordingly the period of three years during which he could, if at all,
be restrained in terms of the said clause would expire on 1.10.1980.
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As already stated the Petitioner instituted these proceedings on
8.3.1978. The order sought to be revised was made on 22.6.78; and
the present application to this Court was made on 4.7.78. In the case
of Marian White Ltd. v. Francis," the Court of Appeal in England did,
in a similar application, proceed to grant to the petitioner the relief
sought for (which was a declaration) even though by that time the
period, during which the restrictive clause was to be in operation,
had long expired. In these circumstances, even though there now
remains only a period of about three months, it appears to me that
the Petitioner should not be denied on this ground alone the relief the
Petitioner has moved for, as far back as March, 1978.

There is just one other matter | would like to refer to. The facts and
circumstances of this case seem to me to show that this is a case
where the learned District Judge should have followed the
observations of (H.N.G.) Fernando, C.J. in the Perera case (supra)
and dealt with the matter of the application for an injunction and the
substantive dispute at one and the same time.

For the reasons set out above | make order setting aside the Order
made by the learned District Judge on 22.6.80 dismissing the
application for an interim injunction; and | direct that an interim
injunction, as prayed for in paragraph (c) of the plaint, be issued to
be in operation till 1.10.1977 upon the petitioner depositing, as
security, a sum of Rs. 2,500/- in cash.

The parties are to bear their costs of this application. The costs of

the inquiry held in the District Court are to abide the final decision of
the action instituted by the Petitioner (the plaintiff) in the District Court.

RODRIGO, J. - | agree.

Appeal allowed.



