
READ *. HALL.482

be torepair might the had been thepublicity givento whichbound
talk or conversation with of whetherany any inhabitants,thebydefect

not. I in isor see the case from which itnothing apparentofficers
with Jonestalk was before or after 13.Julythethat

of what the said to Jehormett was Theplaintiff right.The admission
to thewas, the accidentidentify whereplace happened.object

JJ., concurred.Smith,Ladd and

on verdict.theJudgment

Hall.Read v.Aug. 11, 1876.

woman’scontract.Married

towoman, induced the sell todefendant, plaintiffs goodsa marriedThe
out$100,the of a check for ofthat she was ownerher, representingby

Theto for the when delivered. goodspay goodsshe promisedwhich
to that shedelivered, Jleld, estoppedand she refused waspay.were

$100 andcheck;the of the wasthat she was owner judgmentto deny
her for the recovered.against personally damagesrendered

Hillsborough Circuit Court.From

forthe amount due the$65.07,to recoverAssumpsit, being plaintiffs
by Plea,to generalsold them the defendant. theand rugcarpeta

ofthat the is the wifeissue, alleginga brief statement defendantwith
the time of of said goods.and was at theHall, purchaseP.R.

that,to Januaryshow ontendingintroduced evidenceThe plaintiffs
mentionedof the goodsthepurchasedthe defendant25,1875, plaintiffs

made, she tookthat, the time wasat the purchasethein specification;
in had a check forwhich she said sheanfrom her pocket envelope,

ofto out she she would forher, paywhich saidbelongedwhich$100
thedelivery. relyingThereupon plaintiffs, solelyuponsaid goods

of said andcheck,faith said sold goods,and thetheupon promise
oftheir at time the purchase.for the same books thehercharged upon

to andaccording agreement,theby plaintiff’smade upThe wascarpet
defendant,to the with theplaintiffs sendingthegoodsthe delivered

bill andin cash between the amount of theirthe differencegoods
Atbut refused to for them.goods, paythecheck! She receivedsaid

after,and the defendant was theand beforeof thethe time purchase,
intogetherand the houseliving,of R. P. thenHall, parties keptwife

Nashua.
for ofthe for the amount theThe a verdict plaintiffscourt directed
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writ,and from the date of the which theaccount, interest defendant
a trialmoves set aside and new for errormay granted, supposedbe in

ruling.the foregoing
O. O.by Stanley, J.,Transferred

for theParher, plaintiffs.Stevens

for the defendant.Jr.,Sawyer,Sawyer $

Smith, is toJ. that had aestopped denyThe defendant she check for
$100;$100. was a incontract, then,The contract to thatrespect and,

Corbett,v. N.to Hammond 51 H. Inaccording 311, she is liable. view
of Acts oflegislation 32,recent Laws1876—2 Sess. we(ch. 580),

not case,do feel called to overrule that or to the sound-upon question
ness of that courtdecision. The went toprobably the extreme verge
in that in ofcase, the construction the statute of 1867 Stats.,(Gen.
ch. 164, sec. of which it was13), capable.

Gushing, O. andJ., Ladd, J., concurred.

onJudgment the verdict.

Appeal.Woodbury’s Aug. 11, 1876.

Probate to widow.appeal—Allowance

An heir at of a maylaw deceased person appeal from the decree of the
of an allowance tojudge probate, making the for herwidow present

support.
This court will substitute such sum mayas it deem reasonable for the sum

decreed theby of andjudge probate; so much thereof as he shall deem
reasonable must be accounted for as of herpart distributive share. With
the exercise of his discretion in this respect this court will not interfere.

From Sullivan Probate Court.

Appeal from the decree of the ofjudge probate Amosby Woodbury,
of heirsone the at oflaw William O. O. Woodbury, late of Claremont,

deceased, anmaking allowance of one thousand dollars to M.Polly
Woodbury, widow of the deceased, out of the forpersonal estate, her

support. The reasons forpresent the setappeal ai’e,—forth
1. Because no allowance should have been decreed.
2. Because the allowance decreed is unreasonably large.
The moved toappellee dismiss the appeal.


