
MVILLER v. DUGGAN.

FicsnBrown, for the plaintiff.
C. . odgson, for the defendant.

MIDDLEroN, J., in a written judgment, said that the plaintiff
ged that, before the 23rd June, 1919, lie and the defendant,
.- jointly interested in certain building transactions. Hie then
ticularised in a general way somne six building contracta. At
,t tire the plaintiff owned an equity of redemption in somne land
1 a Ford automobile, and the defendant owned an equity of
emption and an automobile. It was agreedthat, a comipany
luld be formed, and these building contracts, equities of redemip-
i, and automobiles should bcecon veyed to the company, and the
intiff should have stock and a salary. In working out thia
eme the plaintiff, at the defendant's request, conveyed to hîlm

ý aid assets te hold as trustee. The company was not formied.
e plaintiff claimed to have his con veyance set aside and te,
over possecasion of his propcrty.
The defendant, denied that there was any joint interealt iin tiie
Jding con tracts, and set out that with reference to one lie wvas a
>eontractor and agreed to do the work, paying. the plaintifi $500
àt; witli regard to others hie was te supervise the cýonstruiction
$100 p:er house; as to others the defendant had no0 interest, b)ut
î acting mnerely as supervisor for tlie owner; and as to the st
Splaintiff assigned the Inoney coming to hîm under a contract.
the defendant as sccurity for his indebtedness.
The. agreement te feo a partnership or comnpany wa.s denied,
i the Statute of Frauda was relied upon.
The. defendant statcd that hie discharged the plaintiff froin his
pkoymenit for miîsconduct; and that the plaintiff, being then
ebted to the defendant, con veyed his equity of redempriltioni,
,and interest in the one contract as security for hua debt. As

natter of grace the plaintiff had been allowed to rernain in
L4ession of the liouse, on his agreeing te miake payment of the
tlments falling dlue upon thc mortgage, wvhich hie had not don.
By countercLaimn the defendant claimedl to recover $1,811.76
)t sud 82,200 dainages for breach of duity.
Particulars of these items must be given to enable the. action
be tried-and no objection was made te an order being madle
this.
What was asked, and resisted was an order for particulars "of
date and ternis of employmnent of the. plaintiff as a subcontractor
rmpect of house No. 26 Dawlish avenue, and whether the sanie
s in writing and if in writing producîig the. document," and so
as te every statement in the. pleading. The plaintiff ohserved
such particularity in hiB statemient of claim as lie now requir.d


