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made,ment should be made. The were and the deedpayments
referee,taken 17 of that The to whom thewas September year.

sent, that the was dam-cause was deceived andreported plaintiff
the and fraudulent ofnified false the defend-by representations

ant; fact,but the ascertained that aside fromwhen falseplaintiff
boiler,as to certain did not in thearepresentations appear report-

ed facts.
the trial the defendant contended that the wasAt plaintiff

of which he dur-with obtainedchargeable knowledge everything
deed,beforehis of the the of the orpremisesing occupancy taking

could ascertained reasonablewhich he have The ref-by inquiry.
eree, ruled, andforma, so the trial for thesuspendedpro purpose

of the court hisof theobtaining uponopinion ruling
was,The that evidence to the defendant’s con-opinion support

tention would be for some but that its effectcompetent purpose,
could not be determined the. factsupon reported.

Case discharged.

Barnard, for theF. B. and BarnardCurrier plaintiff.

Parsons,and Pike for the defendant.Gr.W. Murray 8f

June,[Merrimack, 1884.]
Gale v. Ela.

Assumpsit, for Factsto recover the defendant.pay boarding
was,found a referee. The defence that the for boardcontractby

husband,made with Thewas the and not with her.plaintiff’s
hus-defendant’s evidence' that the contract with thewas made

band was it that theadmissible,held did notalthough appear
had of that fact.plaintiff knowledge

Stevens,Leach for the plaintiff.Sf
Sanborn,Baña P. forS. and O. the defendant.

June,[Hillsborougli, 1884.]

Adm'r, Cutter, Ex'r,Preston, Ap't.v.

Adm'r, a.,Preston, v. & Ap'ts.Monroe

Smith,B. French and Jeremiah for theGr. plaintiff.

Cutter,F. S. & H. C. for the defendants.
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case ason thetoSmith, decline any opinionJ. We express
indefiniteandare sofacts meagreThe agreednow presented.

the wholeoftrial substantiallyait is subsequentthat apparent
term.found the trialfacts will be atThemust be had.case

All concurred.

June,[Hillsborough, 1884.]
Manufacturing v. White.Co.Dennison

Replevin. testifieda witnessthe defendant’sUnder objection,
had been soldthe books showedofwhat amount plaintiffs’goods

authen-notto one Baker. The books being dulytheby plaintiffs
a new trialticated, returned for thea verdictand being plaintiffs,

was granted.
for theand J.O’Connor plain-WTopliffiSulloway, Copeland,

tiffs.
Huse,Burnham, Wilson, for the defend-N. U. and BriggsII. U. Sp

ant.

June,[Coos, 1884.]
Wright.v.Benton

the suffi-referee, was as tothe of a theOn report only question
for athe defendant theof demands made plaintiffuponciency by

note.of certain land and for a certaindeed promissory

Stanley, indecided the of fact favorJ. The referee question
in hisno error of lawof the and appears finding.plaintiff,

Carpenter, JJ., did not sit: the others concurred.Smith and

Brew, for theJordan Carpenter, plaintiff.Ray, 8p

Remich, for the defendant.AldrichBingham, ¿p

December,[Strafford, 1884.]
& a.v. AndersonColbath

Blodgett, of land is sufficientmere naked toJ. A possession
title;without and soamaintain wrong-doertrespass against say

theall authorities.
overruled.JExeeptions

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


