
v.WHITTEMORE MERRILL.614

the and that it is notfacts known toof all material attorney,
influence, exerted orundue either activelyaboutbrought by any

The isthe between them.from relation presumptionarising
167;Lockman, Y.v. 34 N.Nesbit Whiteheadits validity.against

462; Cornell, 99;N.Y. v. Y. St.N. Cowee 7669v. Kennedy,
200;435; Ves., Jr.,2Payne,34 Conn. Newman v.Leger’sAppeal,
120;278;Ves., Jr., Downes, Ves., Jr.,Wood 186 v.v.Gibson Jeyes,

627; Jur., ss. NoH. L. 1 Sto. 310-312.5 Ca.v. King, Eq.Savery
defendant,,ofof evidence found in favor thebeingpreponderance

the prevails.plaintiff
theJudgment plaintiff.for

J., thedid not sit: others concurred.Blodgett,

December,[Rockingham, 1883.]

Hanley, Apt, Russell, Guard'n.v.

minor,of noClark, the a of aJ. In appointment guardian
192,L., c. s. 2. to con­G. It is notnotice is required. necessary

whether, in the thesider as controversysuggested arguments,
theof defendant as arises-­the guardianappointmentrespecting

creeds, to beor isfrom a of whether theologydiversity religious
thisof ina There arein the guardjan.regarded appointment

education; areof norcase no facts raising any question religious
Theof sustained the factsthe reasons proved.byalleged appeal

for the ofthere was occasion athatfinding appointment guardian,
trust, nota suitable for the doesand that the defendant is person

erroneous, or the isshow the decree is thatthat appellant legally
15; Au­Woodman,v. 58 N. Lunt v.it. Waldron H.aggrieved by

bens, It not there isMe. 392. does that39 appear any person
themore suitable than defendant.

dismissed.Appeal

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

Frink,J. S. forH. the plaintiff.

theC. for defendant.Page,

June,[Rockingham, 1884.]

a.,Adm'r,&Whittemore, Merrill.v.

Equity, deed of fromfor cancellation of a a farmBill thein
ofdeceased, D.,of G. deceased. AA.N. A. now widowD., part



615v. PEASLEE.DUDLEY

D., wasthe deedthatA. claimedof N.heirs-at-lawtbe plaintiffs,
the will ofunderThe other legatéesfraud. plaintiffs,obtained by

of the estate ofwasthe farmD., partthatclaimed conveyedG. A.
D. author-N. A. wasof the willthe termsD., thatandG. A. by

neededthe estate as shemuch ofsoandized to use expend only
Theunauthorized.wastheand thather conveyancefor support,

to supportthe defendant’sof the deed was agreementconsideration
I), that theterm foundthe trialThe court atlife.A.N. during

faith,influence, inunduefraud or goodmade withoutdeed was
consideration, wasthe reasonablyand that conveyanceupon good

D., andhome for N. A.athe offor providingpurposenecessary
bill; thethe and excepted.dismissed plaintiffs

Foster,Whittemore, Jr., for theand W. L.A. plaintiffs.

Fuller, for the defendant.Wiggin $

ma-in this case. TheClark, isof law raisedJ. No question
the facts found.not sustainedof the bill are byterial allegations

overruled.Exceptions

Stanley JJ., sit: the others concurred.Allen, did notand

June,[Strafford, 1884.]

& a.v. KaulbachKaulbach

Equity. found, triala newIn The facts insufficientlybeing
was ordered.

Fuller, for theGarter Nason and Wiggin plaintiff.Sf

Batehelder,A. L. for the defendants.Mellows and Frink

June,[Merrimack, 1884.]

Dudley v. Peaslee.

Case, mill,infor deceit the sale of a straw-board comprising
estate, and stock.real water machinery,rights,

went into under a writtenThe possession agreementplaintiff
24, thethe offor dated 1880. conditionsBypurchase, January

the was to receive a deed of the byplaintiff propertyagreement
1, 1880, the in thespecified agree-September provided payments


