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Muai.t t bey, dieu, account for the whole difference in price ?
1 thjink ao. It was their clear duty as trustees to, have dis-

(eiosed thie w-hole transaction. TiinstJ of that, they' negleer.
thýis dtity ard induce ti e oxnpaiiy to purîchase propcrty a;ý

hav%1 ig b44en ]bought for $20,000, mwJi ih really cosýt ilniuchle.
'Die nîeaiire of damages in thaýt case, would be the ls &
the eoînpariv and tha&t is the diiei'cet value of the leases.
ilu factL and aý,rpeetd The vAilue in fa.&t, in thie ab-

sec f othier eiecisý the price pail, anid theefret
de1.feniautl C'ook Shouild 11:1y theo differenceu' 1eweeni the4 $ý20.j
(>00 repreaeýnted valueo and tbe au(ti[ amunt piid for ti

1aiLs origiinally. In te circuin-ajwes (o' ti> cae
f» îvice shpuld now be ailowed aý tu the value of the leases

îi fact.

Ilreev. Simis, 184 A, C. m ,îay be looked at as
cui1tai1tiig out riuznar-ks tot inplcbehere.

1 hiave read the mnauy cases eited b)y conel and ýome
othiers, buit I find nothing tîuthoritatively laid down opposed
to 111%y 4cOuC(liiofls.

[n1 addition to the diRm of the oempanly, if mil- weIl we
that eaeh of the pesos efraded lias a causýe of acetion.

Thisis fot te sane cuseof actioni IS thlat of the opay
and te trial udcwas Frit inl lot ivg relieýf of that,1

hratrini this a,'iloi. Týiit the ditnag t thes wiIl not
ix i 1 'rily e made good 1)bv thlt pa 'vrnient tno the (.(eimpiny.

Sowvm i nty have -oldl, or there miav b,' ther cimitanees.
heeoetheo jiuilgient sh)oiuld have ,xre y providedl thakt

itwa witiout prc.jutlice, Vo anyv aution t4- l rouight by anyý
(Mr lainitg Vo have been defrauided. Th'le position of
Roeýrti caniiot be sceftiltlv distinguiiishe(d fromn that or
<oo;thi-Y wore p;irtuers in thi., fraudfulent scheme.

With the modification nitîined, the judgnieut bulow
should be -airmned, and the appeal dimise wt h ~

TBî'rTON, T., gave reasons in writing for the saine eon-
Ve1uuiorn.

FA\LCoNItIDC,E, C.J.> a1:o cýoncurred.


