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an errornot set forthit doesifis insufficientaA of probate appealreason
decree.of thea reversaltothat entitles the appellant

child,a minor allega-ofa guardianofan from the appointmentOn appeal
of thewas not notiliedandnot appointedwaschild’s fathertions that the

whoa deceased personofand expectationand that the wishproceeding,
sufficient reasonsset forthdo notdisregarded,a wereleft the child legacy

for the decree.reversing

Appeal the defendantcourt appointingof the probatea decreefrom
yearsthan fourteenminor, morechild, aof the plaintiff’sguardian

ofof the reasonsThreeguardian.defendantold, who elected the
of the custodythe plaintiffdeprivestlie appointmentappeal were,- (1)—

wasto tlie plaintiff; (8)notice; made withoutliis child wasof (2)
tlie defendant’sofand expectationknown wishin of thedisregard

To$5,000.ofhusband, adeceased, legacyleft the childwhonow
demurred.those reasons the defendant

defendant.for theWheeler,

for theWhite, plaintiff.

do not showin l’oasons of appealJ. theseAllen, The facts alleged
it notwouldIf those facts were proved,that the decree is erroneous.

reversed.that the decree should beof lawfollow as a conclusion
it bemightweighed,consideration being dulyEverything deserving

father. The statuteother than thepersonto someproper appoint
The wish and ex­to the father.not notice to be givendoes require

not de­$5,000,child arewho thegaveof another person,pectation
In thedeterminingguardian.of the who should bocisive question
is not whether anyof of theappeal, questionthe reasonssufficiency

father’s natural guardianship,be to theor wliat weight might given
ofbenefactor, The reasonsas evidence.and the wish of the child’s

has ain If the rightshould error the decree. plaintiffshowappeal
of the merits ofthat, a considerationuponto on the groundappeal

case, tonot, be ap­and the defendant oughtthe whole he ought,
forth a reason ofon an settinghe could be heard appealpointed,

sufficient breadth.

Demurrer sustained.


