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June,[Cheshire, 1885.]

v. Pierce.Adm'r,Kendrick,

tbe defendant.Assumpsit, Judg-ofa suretyfor paidmoney by
wasbill ofafor and exceptionsordered tbe plaintiff,ment was

allowed.

Faulkner, thefor plaintiff.Forbes and BatchelderE. M. Sf

Stoddard, defendant.for theand HaskinsH. W. Brigham Sf

ofthat the billDoe, eitherIt is not claimed partyC. J. by
of law.raises questionanyexceptions

overruled.Exceptions

concurred.sit: the othersBlodgett, J., did not

June,[Grafton, 1885.]
&a. v. Lehan.Eaton

Stevens,for theE. C. plaintiffs.

Batchellor, for the defendant.MitchellsBingham, $

BrownCabpenteb, becase cannot fromJ. This distinguished
Latham,v. H. 80.58 N.

theJudgment for defendant.

sit;Smith, J., the others concurred.did not

June,[Coos, 1885.]
& a. v. Bartlett.Barron

Assumpsit, underfor and to secure a lien Gen.drawing logs,
defaulted,Laws, 139, the issuec. s. 13. The defendant was and

a.,& Factsbetween the and Gardner claimants.was plaintiffs
found a referee.by

Brew, for theJordan Carpenter, plaintiffs.$

Bemich, for the claimants.Aldrich 4"

Doe, the claimants’ evidenceC. J. Against objection, hearsay
of theof their been admitted on thedeclarations questionhaving
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lien,of new trial of thatamount the a isplaintiffs’ question
granted.

Carpenter Bingham, J., did othersand J not sit: the con-
curred.

£Coos, June, 1885.]
Bragg.v.Errol

seems, from theSmith, cause forJ. The defendant’s complaint
notbe, the referee hasthatthe case has been toway argued,

whethertheas questionreturned a uponspecificfinding, requested,
Richwith theof histhere was concealment him dealingsbyany

notes, the evidencenot uponand West and that he has reported
recommitted,referee, wastwiceof thethat Thepoint. report

term, 1881. No excep-into court at thereturned September
ref-of thethe omissiontion taken to reason ofwas the report by

concealment.issue ofto theeree make a specific finding upon
and the defendanttheBoth moved for on report,parties judgment

rule,to andnot askedtrial court wasalso elected a Theby jury.
of lawallbut reserved questionsmade no theupon report,ruling,
to theit relateraised bythe Theraised by report. only questions

the referee.beforeat theof certain evidence hearingadmissibility
witness, askedand waswas athe the defendentUpon1. hearing

Errol, orthe town oftimethis “Did at informanyquestion: you
of thetown, ufeedsecuritieshadthe selectmen of the that you

to individualto raise hadtown which yourmoney you appropriated
town; so,ifthe anduse, for toand which had not accountedyou

Ans.information communicated?”and to whom was thatwhen
“ ofTo the admissionor toI never did at timeany anybody.”

of theevidence, The excep-the defendantthis excepted. ground
tion, concealment, theissue ofout. thehas not been pointed Upon
evidence was relevant.

toto testify2. The defendant was exception,required, subject
suit between$300, in a formerto a includedin note forregard

Theof the note.and to a particularthese historyparties, give
case doesstated. Theof this have not beenexceptiongrounds

show that the wasnot evidence incompetent.
testified in awhether one Sanborn3. The defendant was asked

to the defendant.sum ofsuit that a certain moneyformer he paid
witness, thatof theThe answerThe was to.question excepted

to, rendered thetestifiedhe did not know what Sanborn testimony
harmless.

was, for theclaim of the townthe4. One tried whetherquestion
in ahad beennotes adjudicatedof the Rich and Westproceeds

record,thefromformer suit. If this did not parolappear evidence
includedthis claim wasthatwas admissible to it. Itprove appears


