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aA owner cannot theriparian acquire prescriptive againstright
to or in orway injure otherpublic impede any navigation any

L.,in of the matters of 135,easement the state. G. c.anypublic
; Co.,State v. Franklin Falls 49 H. 240.s. 9 N.

thedoctrine in reference to use ofThe streamsgeneral public
is, that each has an to theiras highways person equalpublic right

use. But what constitutesreasonable reasonable use depends upon
If,the circumstances of each case. evidenceparticular upon

tointroduced and be introduced on a further thealready hearing,
be established that this stream isshall of usedfact capable being

tothe maintain their damsfor andfloating plaintiffs’ rightlogs,
bemust with reference to themills of the defend-enjoyed right

to down the stream.float theirants logs
overruled.Exceptions

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

Hayes Colby.v.

alimited to forobtainingis orders commodityauthoritywhoseAn agent
deals, bind the tocannot aprincipalprincipal bargainwhich hisin

merchandise of for orderedway payment goodshe receives bywhereby
for one no of theknowledge extent ofprincipal havinghim from theby

agency.the

the Aboutfound court.FactsAssumpsit, byfor cigars.
Clair, for the who dealsplaintiff,A. St.8,1887, R. agentDecember

Lowell, the at his hotelon defendantcalledinand residesin cigars
toHe had taketrade. authority onlysolicitedandSunapeein

in or otherwise.to receive moneynone paymentfor cigars,orders
but did notthehe was agent,that plaintiff’sknewdefendantThe

he notor that washisof authority,or limitextenttheknow
delivered toThe defendantreceive payment.toauthorized

that theSt. Clairfor whichof agreedhosiery,worth$35ClairSt.
Clair sentin St.him the question.send cigarsshouldplaintiff

in notthethe ordinary way,for cigarstheto plaintifforderan
defendant, heor that hadthewithcontractof thehiminforming

andtheforwardedplaintiff cigars,them. Theforpayreceived
busi-in the usual course ofsold themandreceiveddefendantthe

8, Clairtime after December St.shortAcustomers.to hisness
absconded.

Wait, thefor plaintiff.S.A.

Q-. defendant.Brown, for theM.
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Clark, thatThe defendant knew he was with anJ. dealing
but not the extent of his isdid know There noagent, authority.

evidence of or out the orplaintiff,previous dealings holding by
the toof facts that would lead defendant believe that theany

exceeded that incident to the businessagent’s authority ordinarily
of to orders for to bea take afterwardsagent goodssoliciting
delivered the The did not have the inby plaintiff. agent goods
his and no circumstances are shown that would indicatepossession,
that he to forwas authorized receive which hepayment goods
could not if the defendant haddeliver. And reasonable cause for

that he was with an authorized to makebelieving dealing agent
sales had noand receive he reasonable cause for believ­payment,

that the was authorized to theing agent exchange plaintiff’s goods
for to inor receive but Thehosiery, payment anything money.

himnot hold out as thatdid and it is notplaintiff having authority,
from business An of animplied toordinary usages. authority agent

sell is not an to them in barter.goods exchangeauthority Taylor &
Co. v. 59 N. H. 142. The tradeOrgan un­Farley Starkey, being

;authorized the there was no ofsale the but theby plaintiff, goods
them,defendant received and sold and converted themhaving into

the can maintain an foraction had andmoney, plaintiff money
avails,received for the or he maintain trover for the conver­may

sion theof and the been sold nogoodsproperty, having previous
Brooks, 402;demand is v. 43 N. H.Whitenecessary. v.Gould

61 N. H. 115.Blodgett, such amendment at theUpon making
trial term as Perkins,be v. 59 343,N. H.may necessary (Merrill

220,Peaslee v. Whitcher,63 N. H. Morse v.Dudley, N.64 H.
there bewill591),

Judgment the plaintiff.for

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

GRAFTON.

Sylvester v. The State.

A for the in astate criminal case isjudgment not invalidated aby condi-
tional of mittimus.stay

a inWhen a onperson, arraigned court apolice charge of abeing common
seller of Laws,underspirituous liquor, pleads Gen.guilty 109,e. s. 20,

anand order is made that mittimus be whilestayed he does not sell
and a motion for aintoxicating liquor, mittimus is afterwards granted,

the cannot be onproceedings certiorari onquashed the thatground the
notice and anrespondent, having to be onopportunity motion,heard the
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