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Stanley, J. There was no to theimplied assignment plaintiff
of easement in thean defendant’s lot that would him to theput

ofalternative his orbam a manufacturer ofabandoning becoming
manure. It is not and cannot foundbe that the dis-evidently

of her into his iscellar for her use ofcharge sewage hernecessary
Inhouse. some cases of reasonable easement not locateddefinitely

otherwise,contract or whether,there abe on aby may question
bill in each can be to aequity, bear of theparty compelled part

of an alteration a in theexpense orrequired by change ownership
Butuse of land. here it does not that there is an easement.appear

It is not ofa matter law thethat division of this land thegave
a to have herplaintiff right lot,into the defendant’s orsewage go

him a to have it come.gave right
Verdict set aside.

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

CongregationalThe Church in Groton v. &Blood a.

When a church is divided into several eachorganizations, claiming to be
the and theoriginal ofbody, question organic succession is andtried

adecided as question term,of fact at the antrial error of law bemay
term;corrected the but, fact,at law on the ofquestion the decision is

not tosubject appeal.

Equity,Bill in to the defendants to deliver to thecompel
service, records,theplaintiffs communion and certain funds belong-


