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of necessityof worksothers,Ms secular to tbe disturbancecalling,
calledof the week, commonlyand on the firstmercy dayexcepted,

contract, lawfullythe in a mereLord’s note was effectTheday.”
to beinteresta of withfor the summade, money,ofpayment

and thea certain Sunday,as run onreckoned tocommencing
tointerest commenceswhichstatute no more contracts byprohibits

runs oninterestrun on contracts whichthan it does bySunday
Sundays.

tothe notedeclarationThe other is that the allegesnotobjection
amendment,anwere,made and if ithave been on perhapsSunday,

Varney,v.verdict; seeif made after Whittierbenecessary, might
Handy,v.;2 1162;10 H. 304 WilderMarshall v. StrangeN. Riggs,

Thethe declaration.varies from1151; but that the note2 Strange
itnor is sug­and it does notus, appear,declaration is not before
decla­in thestatednote is notthat the date of the correctlygested,

inis no variancethere; stated,and if its date isration correctly
madein factbeeneven if the to havethis note appearedrespect,

258; 2257,1 Pl.Chit.a different from that alleged.upon day
must260. There be1 &160;sec. Saund. Pl. Ev.Ev.,Greenl.

on theverdict.Judgment

v.Carr Griffin.

upontakendepositionasignature of the defendant totheplaintiff provedthe"Where
any com-undernotice, testifiedappeardid not that the defendantand itinsufficient

fraud; Held,byobtainedmade under duress orpulsion, or that his answers were —
of the defendantany admissionsto showdeposition properlythat the receivedwas

incontained it.

defend-thethe ofCarr, offeredJohn S. depositionThe plaintiff,
onits admissiondefendant toThe objectedGriffin.ant, George

thebeforewas not three daysthat the notice servedthe ground
Theexcluded.tbe wasand on this ground depositioncaption;

theto dep-the defendant’sthen offered to signatureproveplaintiff
defendant.admission of theread the as anand toosition, deposition

that summonedthedefendant on beingthis the objected, groundTo
ad-thehisand to deposition,compelled giveabefore magistrate

duress,andcoercioncontained were obtained bythereinmissions
ruledcourtin evidence. Theadmissibletherefore, notwere,and

the deposition mightwereif the defendant’s proved,that signature
defend-Thethe defendantadmission, excepted.an and.used asbe

was takenand the depositionof Manchester,a residentant was
at Man-term, 1863,atto used the1862, Januarybe15,December

A verdictinreferred to argument.waschester. The deposition
defendant’sto theconsent,the subjecttaken for bywas plaintiff,

reserved.in the case wereofand the law ai’isingquestionsexception,
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S. the defendant.iV. forBell,

L. B. for the plaintiff.Clough,

thestated, mag­circumstancesunder theBartlett, Whether,J.
his dep­todefendantistrate the givehave compelledcould properly

v.Burnham169;case, Rep.8 Chand. Lawosition Gilman’s(see
T. 1862),June258; v.Stevens, Cilley Rockingham,38 H. Page,N.

the defend­.thatis nothere,a for it does appearnotquestion arising
madehis answers werethatant ortestified under any compulsion,

thefraud; mightunder and captionduress althoughor obtained by
de­of theadmissionshave theunjustifiable,been or evenirregular,

evidencelawin the were by competentfendant contained deposition
H.&;28 1 C.2 Ev.Ev., 193;sec. Stark.him. 1 Greenl.against

DeTaslet, 4v.Keith, 212;Phil. v. 4357;Ev. Esp.Collett Stockfleth
H.36 N.v.Beadnell, 30; Flynn,1v. State10; SmithCamp. Camp.

Merrimack408; Heath,44 v.70; N. H. LawrenceBeals,Carter v.
co­ 1860. There must beJune term,unty,

the verdict.onJudgment

Prescott.v.Walker

of thisAle is 846 of the laws State.spirituous liquor meaning chapternot ofwithin the
prohi-theliquor liquorA as fallmay spirituoussold as ale he so to withinmixed with

“ liquor,statue, mixedany spirituousbition of that of orforbidding the sale wine
unmixed,”or &e.

duea§44.50,sum balanceAssumpsit, to recover the of being
I). thefrom the for ale solddefendant, Prescott, plaintiff)Josiah by

at variousArthur that it soldL. to him. It wasWalker, appeared
and that1853, 22, 1854,times and1,between NovemberJanuary

ruledthe courtthe this evidencehad no license.plaintiff ITpon
that ale liquor”the that was not “spirituouswaspresumption

weretime saleswithin the in at the thethe of act forcemeaning
evidence,made; that defendant rebut this bythe presumptionmight

“ distilledmeantact,and that as used in thethe term spirituous,”
toin fermented which rulingcontradistinction fromliquor liquor;

the defendant excepted.
forreservedThe the case werequestions uponarising foregoing

the the court.determination of whole

for defendant.K. theMorrison, Mason,and S.Stanley Clark,$

for theTopliff,Cross plaintiff.

andfermentation not byJ.Bartlett, Ale, produced bybeing ”“ ofthe meaningis not withindistillation, spirituous liquor


