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of the Holten lease.were not Theythe assigneesmill. They
knewterms, not thatits it doesof and appear theyknew nothing

had no0, that timeexistence, until June3­ 1883. Until theyof its
rent; whento claim andintendedthat the plaintiffsknowledge

claimto themade refusedthe was recognize plaintiffs’claim they
thesein defiance of it.title, continued to Uponof and occupy
63 N.Co. v. Metcalf,be Watercannot maintained.facts assumpsit

Marsh, troverN. H. Neither can be427; v. 63 107.H. Barron
rent,contract to theThere no plaintiffspaymaintained. being

butts,slabs,the andtono title edgings.show

theJudgment for defendants.

concurred.Bingham, J., not the othersdid sit:

v.Walker Walker.

feeunder which him a remainder ingivesOne land a deedoccupying
there,that he for the life tenantsupportcondition furnishesupon

”“ within thethe a titlesupposed legaldoes not hold underpremises
tostatute betterments.relating

It to givenis not for instructions the are notexception thatground jury
aby party.in the identical of alanguage request

Entry, of amendment to theWrit or filed way originalby
321,as N.in mentioned in this case 63 H.reportedequity,bill

and to recover farm there described. The defendantthebrought
to the non-tenure that theamendment (2)pleaded (1) special;

;in the are a briefdeclarations not trueplaintiff’s (3)allegations
statement for improvements.

was,of fact the for-The tried whether defendant hadquestion
feited his under a failure to its condi-the deedrights by perform

food,tions in not the and all otherfurnishing plaintiff clothing,
Suitable and in the house on the farm.things necessary

Certain evidence offered under an of theagreement parties,
court,which stated in the theis of was admittedopinion subject

to the defendant.exception by
The defendant offered evidence «to that he hadshowtending

made and additions to the he underafter enteredrepairs buildings
deed,the towhich was excluded The defend-subject exception.

ant courtthe to the that evidence com-requested charge jury any
from either or witness orto show violenting tendingparty any

unreasonable conduct or towards the other orlanguage any body
is to be theelse considered on thecompetent by jury only disposi-
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unless such conduct or isthe languagetion of implicated,party
or connected with aof the of ain denial controversyright party,

Also, the is not entitled to re-thereto. thatin plaintiffrespect
of violent conduct orthis action on thecover in languageground

him, orunless such conductthe defendant towards languageof
to the in theof the specifiedwas in denial right supportplaintiff’s

evidence fromwere instructed thatdeed. The any comingjury
witness, or unreason-to show violentoreither any tendingparty

the other or otheror towardsable conduct any person,language
of thetheto be considered dispositionis only uponcompetent

is not entitled to recoverand that the plaintiffparty implicated,
himtowards unless theof such conduct oron the languageground

to his asthe of thewas in denial of supportsame right plaintiff
deed, in thereto.for in the or in' some respectcontroversyprovided

were usedconduct andshould find that such languageBut if*they
claims,he and that thethe asdefendant towardsthe plaintiffby

theso was to makeof the defendant in plaintiff’sdoingpurpose
deed,thefarm, the conditions ofon the underhome and support

him or causeto driveuncomfortable and hazardous as awayso
same, consider it on thethe questionhim to abandon they might

theor acts refusein fact his wordswhether the defendant did by
there would be adeed, he did thennamed in the and ifsupport

forthe defendant’sas above requestforfeiture. Except given,
denied, heinstructions was and excepted.

notthe deed hadconditions offor the that theVerdict plaintiff
forfeiture, thewhich defend-was abeen and that thereperformed

moved to set aside."ant

theforDodge & Caverly, plaintiff.

Smith, for the defendant.D. Yeaton and T. J.Henry

Blodgett, under which thetheeffect ofJ. The conveyance
in thefor lifeto vest an estate plain­claimed title wasdefendant
however,defendant, totheremainder in fee to subject,tiff with

defendanttheon the bybe revested in the non-performanceplaintiff
of the con­the termshis estatecondition annexed to byo­ f the

his titlethat"9.44 N. H. KnowingRollins v. Riley,veyance.
defeasible, is not tothe defendantand his estatewas conditional

within thetitle”“under aas supposed legalbe holdingregarded
L., 222,a. s. 6),to betterments (G.the statuteof relatingmeaning

for whichtheto have mademust be deemed improvementsand
andhis own conveniencetrial forat thewas soughtcompensation
450,439,benefit, 39 N. H.v.risk. Marcy,and at his own Tripe

The titleEdmunds, 489.451; contemplatedv. 9 Wheat.Hughes
reasonbelieves, and hasthethe statute is one which occupantby

believe, he has nois, defects knowledge,of whoseto good,—that
case,when, in thisasor andreasonable noticeand no warning;
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the claim for is made an fulloccupantimprovements by having
estate,of the conditions attached to his which are toknowledge

himself,be and of which has beenthere a breachperformed by by
“act,own ithis is too unreasonable to admit of seriousvoluntary

in its support.”argument
of theThe “that each in evi-parties,agreement might give

other,dence the acts and of the to show an uncom-sayings tending
fortable, bad as the astemper generally, bearing upon probability

two trial,”to which of the was most in fault in the matter on
the defendant from to the evidenceobjectingestopped excepted

to, makes it to itand whether would other-unnecessary inquire
have beenwise admissible.

instructions to theThe the defendant were-jury requested by
substance, and, indeed,in almost It is nogiven literally. ground

for were notthat in the identicalexception they given language
Wood, 447;v.of the Clark 34 N. Adams,.H. Welch v.request.

H.63 N. 352. The additional instructions the sameupon points
to,in the case notwere and must beappearing excepted presumed

to have been to the Adams,defendant. Welchsatisfactory v.
supra.

on the verdict.Judgment

Bingham, did not sit: theJ., others concurred.

SavingsSomersworth Bank v. Wooster.

bond,An execution debtor discharged upon giving who has surrendered
himself and been committed to jail, may be admitted to take the poor
debtor’s oath.

Petition of the defendant to a of the court for thejustice ap-
Laws,of 241,two c.under Gen. s. 1.pointment justices

March, 1885, defendant,In the arrested on thebeing plaintiffs’
execution, was bond as indischarged upon giving provided Gen.
Laws, 240, 1,c. ss. 2. nomade withinHaving application the

oath,for toadmission take the debtor’s heyear poor surrendered
himself at the end of the hewhen was arrested on theyear, plain-

execution,tiffs’ alias and committed to where he remains.jail,

for& Edgerly, theCopeland plaintiffs.

Smith,J. S. H. Frink and forJeremiah the defendant.

Carpenter, 15,actJ. The of 1791 of(Laws 1805,,February
that committeda126), person executionp. provided upon for
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