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from the across land to theit Glover’s railroadhighwaypassed
there was no fence.

The case does not raise the whether the defendantsquestion
bound to if itwould have been fence the ox had been inagainst

railroad,the of as bailee until it theGlover entered andcustody
the fact had been found that he was aproperly exercising right
derived from The of incause action the declara­necessity. alleged

intervention,tion did not accrue from Glover’s followed hisby
undertook,abandonment of the he or toduty properly improperly,

143; Railroad,v. N.30 H. v.Giles 55perform. Noyes Colby,
552, 553,N. H. 556. The bounddefendants were not to fence

leftthe animal Glover to run at in theagainst by large highway,
and thence on Glover’s theland without consent or knowl­roving

of or of theGlover theWhere it entered railroad theedge plaintiff.
owner,was annot notand had the ofplaintiff adjoining rights

such an owner.
The the ox killed,where it had notifiedplaintiff, finding been

defendants,the and demanded for his loss. Thecompensation
section-men,defendants’ the ox dead and muchfinding very

swollen, it,skinned and buried and informed ofthe whatplaintiff
had done. direction of thethey By road-master sold thethey

skin, and thedeposited in the($6) hands of a officermoney proper
of the where it remains. the carcass tocompany, be-By leaving
come a nuisance on the defendants’ the com-premises, plaintiff

them to it.pelled were notbury bound to remove or sellThey
the hide. Their removal and sale of it after the aban-plaintiff
doned it was lawful. The of the sale are to beproceeds disposed
of on but tort,not inequitable this action ofprinciples, which the

cannot maintain. Hoitplaintiff Mills,v. 109,Stratton 54 N. H.
116.

theJudgment for defendants.
Bingham, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

Colburn v. Groton.

The whether aquestion of a claimpayment was an admission of liability,
or a mere ofpurchase fact,is a ofpeace, question the decisionof which

he setmay aside when theagainst evidence.

Cask, for received ainjuries traveller reason ofby anby alleged
defect in a Verdict forhighway. defendants.the The plaintiff

to Estes,show that Mrs.proposed who was with theriding plain-
accident,tiff in a at the time of thesleigh was outthrown and

and that the towninjured, settled an action for damages brought
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excluded,her claim. The evidence wasMrs. Estesby by paying
theand excepted.plaintiff

on the side of a hill. Theof the accident was a curveThe place
condition,form andin the road was its icydefect slopingalleged

to ask a witnessa Theand the want of proposedrailing. plaintiff
of shout-inthere was a custom travellerswhether among carriages

to otherthe of the hill avoidor at meetingtoping giving warning
witness and her husbandthis whether thetravellers at andplace,

thewhenhad and received such notice spot.given approaching
excluded, and theThe evidence was excepted.plaintiff

for theS. B. Page, plaintiff.

Chase, for the defendants.Fling &
Doe, case,In the defendant’sC. J. a criminal when confession

evidence,is as it is to whether it wasoffered inquirenecessary
fear,or and for themade under the influence of of ofhope purpose

withsome benefit some harm connected theor avoidinggaining
for that it is held to becriminal If not madecharge. purpose,

of the confessionand is evidence. The is avoluntary, purpose
Wentworth,in State v.of fact. Thisquestion distinctly appears

196, 218-220, in theN. H. and other cases which37 reported
of the evidencedecisions contain a full examination bearing

171, 181-185,Howard,on v. 17 N. H.the In Statequestion.
that inthe court are no means satisfied judges,say, by—“We

accused,their the of the have notto allanxiety preserve rights
farther in confessions than the principle requiredgone excluding

. admission and exclusion isthem to do. . . The ofprinciple
settled, basis.well founded a most Confes­and satisfactoryupon

favor, or fear of aresions obtained the of punishment,by byhope
inadmissible. It is the of from temporal punishmenthope escape

excludes, be derived from the induce­which and the musthope
. . is because the inducementsments. . The evidence rejected

statement, the confession is thereforeto a false andhave ledmay
credit; isnot not because the faithentitled to and public pledged by

. . in the of thismeans of the . It is prin­applicationpromise.
lies; inthat is to whether'that the determiningciple difficulty say,

excited,out, in the case.have been held or fears particularhopes
instance, that had betterIn defendant was told hethe thepresent

a accusedtell the truth. It has been that partysupposed mighty
himdeclaration, it would be better forfrom such a understand that

to . . . But should one soconfess himself why anyguilty.
. . notunderstand, if he was in fact . We doinnocent?

this time. is tointend to this at Ourupon question objectpass
most, that a declara­show to the is the probabilityhow slight, say

should aof this kind excites that casttion hopes suspicion uponany
.the the which it. . . Thetruth of confession follows hope

the of thethat was excited declarationassuming hope byhere —
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the truth —must have'been of thehe had tellthat bettermagistrate
which inter-character, and the circumstancespossibleslightest

when he the confes-time the madevened between that and period
admitted, of doubt whethercan leave no shadowsion which was

belief,confession was made some arisingthe last through lingering
if he continued toof the that stillfrom the declaration magistrate,

The evidence isconfess he find favor. strong uponverymight
in the. . no hesitationthis . We have sustaining ruling.point.

ofIf could have the faintextinguished hopeanything glimmer
instance, cir-existed in the first thesewhich havemight possibly

that In consid-been effectual forcumstances must have purpose.
confession, mustthis last we notthe reason for layprobableering

of the the other circumstances which intervened betweenout case ”“ for confession can-and the first.” The reason athat probable
not be a of law.question

much this“In the earlier cases there has been conflict upon
thein some tofrom recognizedegree failingsubject, resulting

alone,be ato one fact to be determinedof uponquestion largely
of the Instead ofconsideration of all the circumstances case.

which some of the cases to toseem have particular expres­given
character, to the confessionssions a technical and have excluded

it notwhere, a of all the circumstances wouldconsiderationupon
found, fact, were madehave been as matter of that the confessions

under the influence of fear held outor another.byhope
the . . or not isWhether confession . was purelyvoluntary

a witnessfact,a of as much so as the whetherquestionquestion
not, wasto or or whether a witnessoffered was interestedtestify

to or the of a hasas an whether lossqualified papertestify expert,
of evidenceshown so as to the introductionbeen allow secondary

of its this the cases the who triescontents. In and like judge
decide,cause must in some instances he submitthe mayalthough

case,the In the deci­the of fact to either whetherquestion jury.
alone, be thesion be the or it also passed upon by jury,by judge

If, however,no so far as is one oflies the fact.exception question
itthe the thatevidenceupon reported clearly appearsby judge,

fact, itwas in his the matter of bethere error finding upon may
is evidence.”corrected as in other cases where a verdict against

364, 369,v. N.State 48 H. 370.Squires,
it is that of a is a “mat­When said the confessionadmissibility

theter in discretion of the all the cir­resting wholly judge, upon” Ev.,cumstances caseof the Gr. s. the is not219),(1 meaning
ofthat he has but that the is one fact.power, questionarbitrary

“ discretion, sense,in the name theJudicial its technical is oflegal
decision of of fact the court.” v.certain Darlingbyquestions
Westmoreland, 401,N. H. 408. “Whether the confession made52
to in heldLeavitt made of inducement outwas consequence by
Leavitt, was to decideda of fact be the whoquestion judgesby

trial;at their this is athe andpresided finding upon question
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as asmuch the verdict of a a offinality fact.”uponjury question
“Pike, 399,v. N.State 49 H. 407. law isThe too well insettled

this state to be considered an We notdo interfereopen question.
the verdict of evidence,with a to set it aside asjury unlessagainst

we well satisfied that it hasare been procured through corruption,
manifest inor mistake the andconsideration of theapplication

evidence, and that substantial not beenhas done.” Lisbonjustice
319,Bath, 335; 178;171,v. 21 N. H. v. 12 N. H.Safford,Wendell

178, 188;White,v. 26 N.Gould H. v.Clark 45 N. H.Society,
479,334; Clark, 483;v.331, Houston N. H. v.50 Jewell Railway,

84, 95; 71;N. H. v.55 Fuller 58 N. H. v.Bailey, Smith Rich­
ards, 232, 244; 510;29 Conn. 506,Hamaker v. 2 Binn.Eberley,

v. 63;1 Curtis C.Greely,Wilkinson C. M'Lanahan v. Ins.
170, 183; 24,Co., 1 Pet. R. R. Co. v. 31;100 U. S. Shoe­Fraloff,

S., 282, 305,v.maker U. 147 U. S. is306. When a case tried by
court,the a to setmotion aside the on the that it isfinding ground

“the evidence stands the same ifas there hadagainst upon footing
a McQuesten,been verdict of the v.Burnham N.48 H.jury.”

446, 454. Whether the fact found courtthe at the trial termby
is the isthat defendant in Burnham(as v. orguilty McQuesten),

thethat defendant’s confession was in State v.voluntary (as
trial,a motion for a new on the thethatSquires), ground finding

evidence,was the raises a of fact to be decidedagainst question by
a court due ofconsideration theupon proof.

“ term transactions,The admission is to civilusually applied
and to those matters of fact in criminal cases which do not involve

intent; thecriminal term restricted tobeing generallyconfession
of . . . The rules of evidence inacknowledgments areguilt.

cases the ...both same. A isdistinction taken between the
facts,of anadmission and offer of a sum of toparticular buymoney

For, observed,as Lord it must be topeace. permittedMansfield
tomen their without to them if thepeace offerbuy prejudice

succeed;should not and such offers are made to stop litigation,
without to the whether is due or not.regard question anything
If, therefore, defendant, £100,the sued for offer theshouldbeing

£20, evidence,is'notthis admissible in for isit irrelevantplaintiff
debt;to issue:the it neither admits nor ascertains and is noany

But,than hemore would £20 to be rid of the action.saying give
facts,in order to exclude distinct admissions of mustit appear

or,either that were made without atthey expressly prejudice,
least, that were made under the of afaiththey pending treaty,
and into which the ledhave been the confidenceparty might by

condition,of .a . . is thecompromise taking It tacitplace.
or admission,that no shall be oftaken the itexpress, advantage

to,made with a and of,view in furtherance an amicablebeing
that to it. But if it anexclude isadjustment, operates indepen-

fact, fact,admission adent of it is a itbecause will bemerely
Ev., 170,received.” 1 Gr. ss. 192.
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ofof compro­offer a to a sum by way“An moneyparty payby
is to used as evidencenot bemise of an controversy,existing

facts made aduringBut admission ofhim. an particularagainst
confession.in evidence as afor a bemay givencompromisetreaty

othera offer of or thing. . . The reason mere moneywhy
him whonot beof is to evidenceway againstcompromiseby

: neitherit, understood such an offeris andmakes easilyvery plain
debt, thatis no more thannor and sayingadmits ascertains any

v.controversy.”to rid of the Sanbornso much will be begiven
fact,Neilson, 501, of a508, “A distinct admission4 H. 509.N.

evidence,inat bean attempt givencompromise, mayduring
for the of a settlementan offer made purpose effectingthough

be; isthe reason for the distinction satisfactory.”cannot and very
“333,Hamblett, is, that6 N. H. 343. The' reasonv.Hamblett

to asuch in no a for compro­admissions are way treatynecessary
mise, toandwhich is a mere to a areattempt buy peace, supposed

admissions, one of theand for some variousbe made like other
But thewhich induce them. law aprotects seekingcauses party

to ofhis his the benefitto adversarypurchase peace, by denying
inferences, so,from dobe derived an tothat attemptany might

to someof which he seeks hasthat the cause action compromise
71,Newton, N.in truth.” Rideout v. 17 H.foundation 73.

$50, to beon a note forThat case was assumpsit purporting
L.one The was whetherthe defendant andby questionsigned

to thewas the defendant. Subjectthe note signed by exception,
to the The defendantwas allowed facts:prove followingplaintiff

in When thehad been connected business to some extent.Land
defendant, Lthe not theserved onwrit was being present, plain-

L,of other claims which he hadtiff paymentdemanded against
one two hundredto some or dollars. The defendantamounting

“ him to com-a to advise as the ofasked person present propriety
whole, advised,for the and was if thiswith the plaintiffpounding

one, thea to offer a sum to settle thenote was genuine plaintiff
whole, Thebut if the note was a not to a cent.”forgery, pay

825, and on not enough,offered told that that wasdefendant being
was,$50, and then The contention not$75.offered plaintiff’she

mere offer of a sum in settlement was of anthat the evidence
note, that,butthat the defendants the in view ofadmission signed

received,and it madeho asked was hethe advice highly probable
“ defendant,”the note was Thethe offer because genuine. say

“court, to an histhe advised make offerbeing providedupon sig-
otherwise,to note was but not tothenature genuine, proceeds

is this bethe It said that offer shown becausemake offer. may
received,from the adviceis he that he wouldit probable,flight

so. .it unless the was But . . suchnot have made signature
the of offerwould extend to admission other of com-a reason any

bebecause such offers are more to made in cases inaptpromise,
them is conscious that the cause of histhewhich party making
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founded,is well than in the cases. The factadversary opposite
that he acted advice which he had add aupon may verysought

for,little to the anforce of such inference as is contended but too
little to make the case an to thealtogether sal-exception highly

defined,well reason,and established rule.”utary, this theFor
verdict was set aside.

When a defendant offers to a certain sum in settlement, hispay
statement that he is too to more is not sufficient evidencepoor pay
of an to Button,intention admit his Downer v. 26 N. H.liability.
338, Railroad,344. v. 223,Perkins 44 H. wasN. an action for

received a ininjuries a collision on the defendants’by passenger
road. The of another whotestimony was inpassenger, injured

collision,the same that the defendants admitted their forliability
collision,caused the was heldinjuries onby thecompetent ground

“225) that the to inliability of the(p. pay consequencedamages
accident to have been. the matter toappears admitteddistinctly

witness,the as him instated evidence.” The decision isby an
of the rule that a distinct admission of aapplication fact is not

rendered inadmissible made a settlement.by Thebeing during
is, not anpreliminary whetherquestion always admissionmerely

of a fact was made a settlement or but whetherduring negotiation,
a statement or was intendedact to be an admission. It ais ques­
tion, not of time circumstances,or but of intention. thatOn

the timequestion and circumstances be material evidence.may
“The is inrule held this anstate that offer tostrictly compromise

shown,is not to be on account of the such atendency practice
would have to the settlement of But it atisdiscourage disputes.

clearness,the same time held with thatequal any independent
admission, made in the course of for a com­though negotiations

Currier,be 287,shown.” v.promise, Plummer 52 N. H.may
296; Lincoln, 563, 567; Somers,v. 4Harrington v.Gray Durgin

61; 53,55, 56;117 Mass. v. 124 Mass. v.Hatfield, EvansDraper
Smith, T.5 B. Mon. 363.

Neilson,In Sanborn v. H.4 N. 501 the defend­(before cited),
offer,ant’s made a forrejected anduring negotiation adjustment

claim,of the followed,held towas be evidence itplaintiff’s because
and was based the defendant’s admission of theupon, express

tort. the the fact could be foundalleged Upon testimony, that
the offer was intended to include a of the admission inrepetition
an indirect form. This view is in the casepresented 509)put (p.

“ás $100, $20,an Ifillustration. A sue B for and B offer to pay
evidence,this offer shall not be received as itbecause havemay

been made for the sake ofmerely where was due.peace nothing
case, due,But in such a if B admit $20that are and offerexpressly

„sum,to that . . both the admission and the offer arepay
Batchelder, 513, 516,evidence.” Snow v. 8(See Cush. 517.) His

isoffer evidence when made for one and notis evidencepurpose,
awhen made for different In cases,both his decisivepurpose.
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“is fact to be foundintent a by competent proof. Beforeweighing
witnesses, thethe statute parties competentmaking ordinary way

intent or wasto their by circumstantial evi­understandingprove
now that the himself is admitted toButdence. party testify,

tohis ais no reason for confining testimonythere ofvariety cir­
show histo orcumstances purposetending whenunderstanding,

what that orcan purposehe knows and testify directly understand­
Goodwin, 203, 205;N.v. 48 H. Norriswas.” Delano v. Mor­ing

401, 402; Graves,395,rill, v. 45 N. 323;40 N. H. Graves H.
45 N. H. 405.Hale v. Taylor,

and fact are the same whetherThe of law anquestions admis­
been orto have made a asion is claimed by payment by rejected

his horse and wereoffer. If a and injuredplaintiff wagon in a
defendant,driven the and thewith a cartcollision by ofexpense
defendant,thethe was whosepaid byrepairing wagon subsequent

to certain sum for the of the horseoffer a wasinjurypay rejected,
the arise whether themight accepted pa}rment andquestion the

were evidence in an for theoffer actionrejected plaintiff’s personal
or an offer of be made tomay aPayment, payment,injury. plain­

tiff, or to another a so far like theperson having claim plaintiff’s that
of bethe defendant’s admission would toliability applicable both.

offer,The or is evidence of his when it ispayment, liability an ad­
mission of When a has beenliability. pauper supported aby
town, or the town has for his and thepaid actsupport, was an

notadmission of and a of it ispurchaseliability peace, evidence of
the fact which the town intended to admit. The legal principle,

cases, is,to a of that intent isapplicable great variety the test.
ofAn offer whether or ispayment, accepted rejected, evidence

be,when the it understood it to and made itparty making as, an
of his It is notadmission evidence when heliability. made it for

the of not topurpose averting litigation, admitintending his lia­
“If the be to it isbility. suchobject buy peace, anplain offer

it no demand,carries with evidence of the of thejustice and it
would have a to amicabletendency prevent adjustments if such
offers were to be used the them.”against party making Marsh v.
Gold, 285,2 Pick. 290. As his could not be aobject matter of
law, was,and he knows what it he onmay testify directly that

Confusion has arisen frompoint. cases in whichreported the line
between law and hasfact not been drawn. In Abbottclearly v.
Andrews, 145,130 Mass. the whether anquestion offer of the

fact,was an admission of a or a mereplaintiff effort to avoid con­
was dealt with as a of facttroversy, question depending upon his

offer,in the and the sense inpurpose which itmaking was under­
stood reached,both But the resultby parties. theupon examina­
tion of the evidence of andpurpose was notunderstanding,

stated to be a conclusion of fact.expressly
In Sanborn v. Neilson the(before cited) action,cause ofalleged

confessed,which the defendant had awas criminal offence. The
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fornot trial the thatof would beguilty presented questionplea
the same to an indictment the Iffor same act.pleabypresented

or executed offer of was induced aretracteda compensation by
criminal anda a of orof prosecution, hopefear escaping lessening

it would not be evidence in the criminal case.the consequences,
a fear of and a of with-If induced by litigation, hope buying peace,

itintent to admit would not be inan evidence the civilguilt,out
is no inThere difference the nature of the cases on whichcase.

be held that the motive was a of fact in ofoneit could question
thethem, and that motive and intent were of law in thequestions

other.
“the evidence of intent is and the resultWhen conflicting,

doubtful,” the whether an offer of was an ad­question payment
of be submitted to the with instructionsmission liability may jury

“ it,to the ofare ascertain thethat partythey meaning making
. . and consider inten­. what were the views andinquireand

it; if,the defendant in that it in thisof makingtion viewing way,” “find that it was him as anshould intended admissionbythey
fact, evidence;then it” is “to be considered them asaof by” “will it out the v.of case.” Bartlettthey Hoyt,otherwise lav

151, 165, 166; 515,154, 513,Field v. N. H.H. 47Tenney,N.33
Brown, 93, 94, 98; Ashland,521; v. N. H. v.Hall 58 Carr 62

665, his668. The same course be taken withH. paymentN. may
like the a third East­claim plaintiff’s, person.of a presented by

Co., 143, 145,44 N.Mfg.v. H. 154. TheAmoskeag ques­man
be submitted to the is not a of lawthat jury questiontion may

decided the court. If it submitted to theit is isby jury,when
a verdict the was or wasreturn special finding paymentand they
of the this is set asideverdict onan admission liability, pointnot

theis the evidence. A of same factitwhen against finding by
aside for the same cause.is setcourtthe

Coffin,173,N.v. 49 H. the Mrs.Plymouth,In plaintiff,Coffin
of the town for a caused thedamages personal injury byclaimed

in inof Mr. Clark’s which she was awagon, riding high­overturn
claimed of the town for the of hisClark damages breakageway.

¿ame occasion, selectmen,to orthe the some ofon spokewagon
it,about and the ofthem, times notified chairmanseveral finally

that he should sue the town unless his claim was adjustedthe board
asked what wasa he wasbefore specified day. Thereuponon or

matter,sum he would take to settle the and he offered tothe least
was to for thewhat he ($25),obliged pay repairing wagontake

time,the that thefirst selectman atthe paid,which protesting,
to the of Clark’snot liable. Subjectwas exception, paymenttown

of The whole ofreceived as an admissionwas theliability.claim
“is,on this A of the court aredecision subject majorityreported

that the evidence to was admit­exceptedof properlyopinion
is the cited isreason and PerkinsNo only authorityted.” given,

Railroad, 223, case,44 H. which is not in In that theN. point.v.
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wasthe decision was that admittedof “distinctlyliabilityground
witness, In v.him inas stated evidence.” Ply­to the by Coffin

The of Clark’sdenied.mouth was validitydistinctlyliability
confident the defendants’a matter of Howeverclaim was opinion.

liable, well thenot act uponthat werebelief they mightthey
doubtful. thethat the result a trial was Underofassumption

circumstances, of a sum less than the irrecoverablethe payment
conclusivethe threatened suit was evidenceof defendingexpense

that would costthe of the was to athat payment buy peaceobject
there was noIn the trial of case errorless than Coffin’slitigation.

law, no of law.tlie defendants’ questionof and raisedexception
motion basednot be set aside without a on anThe verdict could

of the trial was inthat the the court at factfindingallegation
made; itNo motion and does notthe evidence. such wasagainst

called, term, to thethat attention was at the law questionappear
fact, on which cause couldof which was the beonly question

for trial. Whether the of factshown a neAV questionpreliminary
“him to theis decided the or submitted noby jury,by judge,

If, however,lies so far as the is one of fact.questionexception
the evidence the it thatby clearly appearsupon reported judge,

in of thethere was error in his thefinding finding jury] upon[or
fact, it be corrected in other casesthe matter of as where amay

364,48 N. H.verdict is the evidence.” State v.against Squires,
369, 370.

Keene, 330, 334,In v. 52 N. H. it is said thatGrimes payment
admission,accident isof a claim for caused the same andamage by

more or less the at the inthatstrong, highway, point question,
defective, so;was and the town in fault for its that such anbeing

is from theadmission to benecessarily implied acknowledgment
claim,and of the for without the defect there could havepayment

“been no claim. If of a claim the town thepayment against by
town,of the anselectmen is an admission of the liability unqual­
v. Rollinsford,ified offer to must be so.” 58Graypay equally

“ $25.253,N. H. 254. The town have offered to him . . .pay
Hatfield,But this is no that have him Sikes v.proof they anything.”

347, or offered be3 353. The amount onepaid mayGray1­
of the to be on the ;circumstances weighed preliminary question

entirebut the law not make it the test. An claimdoes bemay
lawsuit,to the to admitavoid a butpaid payer intending nothing

thathis desire for the claimant elseunderstandingpeace, nothing
admitted, liable,that the is notbelievingis and both parties payer

the In such a asor no on case v.having opinion subject. Coffin
of an entire claim $25a that the ofPlymouth, paymentfinding

wouldwas more than a of be thepeaceanything purchase against
admission ofevidence. The that an is neces­liabilityproposition

to be from the of a claim or an offer tosarily implied payment ”“it, is to the fact.pay Compromisecontrary generally signifies
a settlement in there is concession"on bothwhich sides. inUsed
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sense,that the word does not describe all cases in which ispeace
an admission ofwithout and is not anbought liability, adequate

case,thestatement of the law. In thepresent preliminary ques­
for the at thetion of fact trialjustice whether thepresiding wajs,

of Mrs. Estes’s claim indefendants’ settlement of herpayment
of or asuit was an admission mere ofpurchaseliability, peace.

not that a decision of thatAs it does of intent inappear question
evidence,the defendants would be thefavor of the exclu­against

is a for asion of the not cause new trial.payment
Monroe, 118,v.In 60 N. H. theAldrich omission ofplaintiff’s

of he be foundwhich to havea usual had knowl-mightprecaution
held to be evidence on thewas whether he usedquestion rea-edge

case, travellers,In this thesonable care. whichwarnings given by
offered to were evidencethe ofhearsayplaintiff prove, opinions

the roadthe of at the of the acci-sufficiencyconcerning place
dent, excluded.and were rightly

on theJudgment verdict.

J.,Clark, J., sit;did not Bingham, dissented: the others con-
curred.

a.Sherman v. Hanno &

a ofto a deed be sufficient demandedmay description prem-referenceA
of entry.in a writises

not made at theto the reference is waived timeappropriateif.An objection
the and defects amendment.pleadings obviating bysettlingfor

reference,made to the it ishas been properly copiedno objectionWhen
and writ ofin the plaintiff’s judgment possession.adoptedor

on the can be collaterallyis not a whichground judgmentreferenceThe
attacked.

Lisbon,Entry, Equity,in and afor land Bill inWrit of
the for a reformationthe defendants against plaintiffbrought by

found the The Little farm is oneFacts court.byaof mortgage.
the of and Lisbon. Thein towns Lymanof land buildingstract

in The in Lisbon isthe farm areof partmost Lyman.and
Carr, farm,and A. theboth O. G.parties. owningclaimed by

of which the aska defendantsit to mortgageClough byconveyed
described the farm asa “tract ofThe mortgage,a reformation.

thereon,with thein said buildingssituated Lyman, togetherland
A.as was deeded the said O. and G.the sameto conveymeaning
15,wife their deed datedLittle and OctoberMilo G. byCarr by

307,ffoliolib.in the Grafton1868, recorded County Registry,and
to said records for a morehad248, particularreference being

thus referred to was theThe deedof said premises.”description


