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Baker.Chase v.

pond,in thecatchinga for fish plaintiff’sdebt for penaltyAn action of
179, one who1,s. cannot be maintainedL., byof G-. c.in violation

all land adjoin-of the under or around andor lesseewas not owner
theing pond.

infishfor in theDebt, for a pond,catching plaintiff’spenalty
179,L., s. 1.a.of G.violation

Flanders, for the plaintiff.

the defendant.forShirley,

Doe, thelessee of all landJ. The was not owner orC. plaintiff
thisand cannot maintainunder or around the andadjoining pond,

action.
theJudgment for defendant.

did sit: theAllen, J., not others concurred.

Sawyer v. Wood.

21, c.in violation s. 216a sheriff ofbya writ was made deputyWhether
fact, to be atLaws, a of determinedof the presents questionGeneral

the term.trial

Motion, Gill, as a at-P. who subsequentElizabeth appearsby
thecreditor, was madeto dismiss the action because writtaching

a referee.a sheriff. Facts found byby deputy
Butler,office N.25, 1879, to the ofthe wentMarch plaintiff

to him to a writ of attachment thean make againstgetattorney,
Butler, and with JohnNot Mr. afterdefendant. consultingfinding

sheriff,Pearson, one Choatea the requestedC. plaintiffdeputy
Butler, Butler,N. and ifa son of seeand to find CharlesPearson

he he couldwrit. saidhe could not make the Charles thought
office. Atif his father’s thatmake the writ he could intoget

time, was inCharles thefor about a and a halfand previous,year
office,hisfather, to extent inhis him someof assistingemploy

documents.insurance and Duringlegalwriting policies copying
writs inhe had some in makingthis time had ordinaryexpedience

direction, had studiedbut he never law.under his father’sassumpsit
office,his Charles satinto father’smade an entranceHaving
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down at a totable make the writ. Pearson made several sugges-
blank;in outtions to him to the itand wasregard doubtfulfilling

whether he would have writthe in all withoutgot right particulars
the aid of Pearson’s The understood that hesuggestions. plaintiff

writ,was N. Butler to make his and that Charles wasemploying
in father,for and the name of his and hisacting by authority.

Pearson Charlesand also so understood it. asAs soon N. Butler
done, all,learned what had been he ratified it entered theand ac-

intion court.
found,From the fact,facts referee a matterthe as offoregoing

that inthe writ for Butler,was made the N.question plaintiff by
Pearson,and not and said todenied Gill’s motion dismiss theby

action.

Stevens,and Leach forMugridge creditor.subsequent attaching

Butler, for the plaintiff.

“Foster, 21, 216, L.,J. Section e. G. that writprovides any* * * * * *made a sheriff for anotherby deputy person,
shall be void.” theThe of statute was toobject guard against
abuses that follow from the same tomight exerciseallowing person
the aof sheriff and an at same time.powers attorney Osgoodthe

Norris, 435; 483;N. Saxton,v. 21 H. v. 6Smith Pick. Clarke v.
10 Pick. 45.Lyman,

was,But the refereebefore the in this case whetherquestion
the writ was anmade or a sher­plaintiff’s by attorney by deputy
iff. was to Butler,There evidence show that Charlestending

writ,in the acted oras the servant of his father.writing agent
evidence;No was taken to of the and the refereeexception any

decided the in favor ofof fact the therehaving question plaintiff,
is no of law in Harbor,the case. v.question Cummings Center 57
N. H. 17.

Motion denied.

J.,Allen, did not sit: the others concurred.

State v. Dearborn.

relevant,fact on the ofAny guilt,is a whichprisoner’s sup-question
fora motive the criminal actplies charged.

Indictment, for Boston,the &Concord Montrealobstructing
motive, state,Railroad. As to a the thetending prove against


