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ment should be made. The payments were made, and the deed
was taken September 17 of that year. The referee, to whom the
cause was sent, reported that the- plaintiff was deceived and dam-
nified by the false and fraudulent representations of the defend-
ant; but when the plaintiff ascertained that fact, aside from false
representations as to a certain boiler, did not appear in the report-
ed facts. :

At the trial the defendant contended that the plaintiff was
chargeable with knowledge of everything which he obtained dux-
ing his occupancy of the premises before the taking of the deed, or
which he could have ascertained by reasonable inquiry. The ref-
eree, pro forma, so ruled, and suspended the trial for the purpose
of obtaining the opinion of the court upon his ruling

The opinion was, that evidence to support the defendant’s con-
tention would be competent for some purpose, but that its effect
could not be determined upon the.facts reported.

Case discharged.
F. D. Currier and Barnard § Bornard, for the plé,intiff.
G. W. Murray and Pike & Parsons, for the defendant.

[Merrimack, June, 1884.]
, GALE ». ELA.

ASSUMPSIT, to recover pay for boarding the defendant. Facts
found by a referee. The defence was, that the contract for board
was made with the plaintiff’s husband, and not with her. The,
defendant’s evidence' that the contract was made with the hus-
band was held admissible, although it did not appear that the
plaintiff had knowledge of that fact.

Leach & Stevens, for the plaintiff,
8. Dana and C. P. Sanborn, for the defendant.

[Hillsborough, June, 1884.]
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