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Yr and Trustee-Fraud-Falure to Prove-Sale of Share
Beiwfldiarij-Adequacy of Price-FiduciaryReainip
ecutors Acting Honestly and Reasonably-Limitatiotiî Arf-
rsoaoil Lialn7îy of one Executor-Bar by Statute--Case of
,wealed Fraud not Made out-Claimto Share of Amioîon in
inds of E=eutors--Finding of Surrogjaie Court Jidje-
.a-Inret-Costs.

kpea1 by the plaintiff fromi the judgment of RIDDELL,J
'.N. 105.

appeal was heard by MACLAnEN, MAGEE, llODGINe, and
5o-;, JJ.A.

LadaK.C., and Christopher C. Robinson, for the
nit.
D. -MePherson, X.C., and Shirley Denison, liC., for the
tnts, respondents.

)GNs J.A., reading the judgment of the Court, said that he
reason for differing from, the conclusion at which the t rial
trrîved, that no0 fraud or overreaching had taken place on
t of the respondents.
epting this finding, there remained several contentions to
idered.
7as clear that the deed to the respondent Robert T rtreIl of
nestead included lot 2, which was not a part of the hione-
it was aaid that lot 2 was used as a cow-pasture, andi( was
c way appurtenant to the homestead; but that -%as flot
bed as having beeu brought home to the mmid of the
nt, nor was it clearly made out on the part of the
lents.
,as also evident that there was in the hands of the trustees,
Âime the appellant sold out, money belonging to the estate
iistributed.
ass argued that the inclusion of lot 2 in the deed of thle home-
while overlooked by the appellant, should have, ben
diBelosed by the trustees; and it was suggested that know-
f the additional lot might have affectedl the appellant's
i regard to hlà agreement to seil for $1,000 hlà share in thle
property, and that the price of $1,000 wL an indequte

r bis share.
evidence,. however, failed to establish inadequacy of price;


