
v. 667STATE MORIN.

December,[Merrimack, 1888.]

v. Ela.Brown

Assumpsit. A referee found due to the otherplaintiff, among
items, at the$180 for of It that datea quantity hay. appearing

in or in tortof the writ no cause of action contract hadplaintiff’s
for the toto him he was withdraw theaccrued permittedhay,

forand take on the the remainder.item, judgment report

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

Walker, theII. E. for plaintiff.

Sanborn,C. P. for the defendant.S. Dana and

December,[Hillsborough, 1888.]

Colby a. a.v. Cate &&

Bingham, case, 476,It was decided in this N. thatJ. 64 H.
41, 1872, 183,St.,did not c. s. 7. Thisc. Laws Gen.repeal

beenthe of Cate as if the act of had notleaves 1872Hepzibahrights
enacted, husband,inand her the estate of her she havingrights

will,made for her in his inwaived the are as providedprovisions
seven, above cited. No tosection nowdifficulty appears prevent

Smith,theforward with for Hall v.going proceeding partition.
N. H. 315.59

Case discharged.

Doe, J., Clark, JJ.,C. was absent: Smith did not sit:and
the others concurred.

Walker,David Grossand R. E. for the plaintiffs.

Andrews,J. P. J. H. forBartlett and the defendants.

December,[Hillsborough, 1888.]

Joseph a.v.State A. Morin &

Wallace, solicitor,R. M. for the state.

Ereneh,and forB. the defendants.G.Sulloway TopliffSf

Bingham, TheJ. case in its formpresent presents questions
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toIt is not advisable upona trial. passnever arise onwhich may
60;Stevens, 59,H. Sceva v.36 N.v.cases. Stateunnecessary

Baron, N. H. 612.627; v. 64StateN. H.True, 53

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

discharged.Case

June,[Rockingham, 1889.]

v. Storer.Coburn

Same.Same v.

Assumpsit court, thewho foundtheTriedand Trover. by
The defendant excepted.assessedfacts and damages.

Gross, the defendant.forand DavidG. OsgoodA.

d, for theBernal plaintiff.Wiggin

is not con-toCarpenter, The right judgmentJ. plaintiff’s
tested.

overruled.Exceptions

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

June,[Strafford, 1889.]

v. Durham.Cook New

furtherH. a419)this case 64 N.ofthe decision (reportedAfter
from theobtainedwas justiceof amendmentstatement by way

the evidence offered wasthatit, which ittried appearedwho by
and notinadmissiblethat it wasthe legallyexcluded on ground

the was setverdictdiscretion, andof thereuponin the exercise
aside.

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

Kivel, for the defendants.J.E. andGochrane6r.

theforand G-qfney, plaintiff.F.E. Gloutman Worcester$


