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the his on information ofendorsed thecompany approval
;such and isclerk in the stat-this omittedwhollyprovision

ute of is of on the1820, which a all the statutesrevision
subject.

Costsallowed.

1825.TERM,COOS, NOVEMBER

G. BISHOP.vs.THE STATE SAMUEL

30.Writs by of ofsection the statute Junecertiorari are not the 7thof limited
4t preventingan for of actions and vexatiousentitled act the limitation1825,

4‘ only.of errorto limit writssuits,’’ section intendedthat being

on motion of thecertiorari, issued re-This a ofwas writ
for this coun-of peacethejusticestwocommandingspondent,

forciblea ofcertain processto theirty doings uponcertify,
of oneon thedetainer, complaintthemhadandentry before

1817.in the yeartheWillard respondent,against
of certio-to the writAnd now court moved quashthe was

rari, it barredas after wasissuedhaving improvidentially,
16, Laws,1 IL 165.by 1791.the of /V’.statute June

act ofnow thebythe court. That statute is repealedBy
Laws, and the sev-30, 65,)3 whether1825, N. H.June (

writs,embracetoact was intendedenth of the lattersection
is to in-its it unnecessaryhad issued before passage,which

; of that writs of certiorariarewe opinion,becausequire
section, tothat which writsapplies onlyare limitednot by

course,a ofissues as matterof A of errorerror. writ
iscourt, and thereforeto the proper-without any application

issue,certiorari is never to; sufferedlimited but a writ ofly
denied,and becourt,of alwaysorder the maywithout an
time.—is made an unreasonableafterwhen the application

therefore, alimitingfornecessity,sameThere is not the
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Stateof Andis a error.certiorari,of as for writwrit there limiting

Bishop.toof is broad enoughwe think the the statutelanguage not
of certiorari.a writcomprehend

Motion overruled.

S a.vs. PERKIN­ etDENNISONWILLIAM

fregit previouslyquare tctrespass clausum commenced in this courtofIn sctions
question,30. in and1825, if the title to real estate was notofstatute Junethe

forty hislimited inJess than he will beplaintiff recover damages,the shillings
of histo the amount damages.costs

com-action of clausumquare fregit,an trespassThis was
here, issue,andcourt tried thein upon generalthismenced

aterm, and verdict returned for the withthis plaintiff,at
in; and title of estate ivas not33 the realdamages‡2

question.
costs,limitmoved court to the becausetheThe defendants

not amountthe did tojury fortyassessed bydamagesthe
;shillings

answered, that suitthis was com-To the plaintiffwhich
30, 1825,of the statute of Junebefore the passingmenced

;ofthe that actwithin andprovisionsnot thereforeand was
1791,16,June was ofstatute of thatrepealed bythethat

force,no in; that there was act30, 1825 so authorizingJune
1 Jf. II. 166.—3Laws,costs.limit the JY. H.court tothe

65.Laws,
Stuart, for the plaintiff.
Williams, for defendant.the

court. We shall not to whetherstopthe theinquire,By
statute ofcosts, 30,18.25,in suits when the June waspending

;can limited under statute thebe that becausepassed,
us,29,1819, II. Laws inof 2 N. allJune 99,) givesstatute (

cc costs,actions, to limit and of asallow such billsauthority
“ doubt,noand shall thatlaw andjustice require having

16, 1791,of inadvertentlyJune repealed.-the statute was


