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IIUFFMAN v. HLI.

Puwer-<1 loçilj I l o»t

ThE p;lintii lleet that ht' antil duefendarit ILuIl weýre
tlowners of curtainl Itlad, sujtct l nrgg onle
Ilri;thai by dte rt.slt of ail u'tionbeen pliniad

defudat fnit plinif!bucnw oleowursubljeett ig0 the

(>Thait 11unde the owe of d8alt. iiIltw lilris mloripgge
tht Iw i dý was sd lti a 11 d1 1i df naItL Alleýn beaetht pu r-

-I i sýer i in trut f11or illantif!, ani Aln 1! no 1w hiolis t it. land
aitutt o pla intif 1.

(7)rfu dueendal umll <'ont rii andicnprtitgte
to dufraud t1o. plainitiff anti deprîve hlini of tht' \vailu o! thle
liand( over andtibovvte c utagudrwih itwa 0d

(S) That ailtce plintiif! anti tuifeadant Iluil1, plain-
tiff is enititled to ail tht' inond-ys \%ich miay h found due

h> vd&'fen1dant Allenii I onll io 'ill th'lnds, Ill ror
ludofundanit lli.

P)laiiintf c]aillied anl accolunt.

ga1irds paragrapha 5 and 8Î, buit ortIert'd pari-Cuflars und1(er
pariignaph 7. to bu dt'livered after df'eant iJallr extunîni-
atinn of defelîdant.ç for iacovery.

Tht efedn I11ul1 appealeti.
Il. E. Rose, for apl>lanltt.
A. C. MeMater, for plaintif.

Bi3rr-roNw, J,-I think the plaintiff migrht welI have
bueix more full and specifie lai Isl stitterinent of ehrnni, but
J do not thiik the defentiant llîill need ho, at alenarse
in regard to is statement of deofence. If the plaintifr ha,
any Il&ù suciitýIvlias indivateti, 111ull a eas il mee it ais a
Illiitter of plaig1 do) tiot thiuk I shloilti interfere with
Ille ortier matie 10 the Master. Appea disiîwed"u. Costs in

BrwsiriMirbieaxi, & Ileydl, Brantford, solicitors for
linltif!.

A, S. Bail, Woodstoe(mk, solicit.or for defendant Mull,


