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it as to the waterconstructed raiseand have so higherimproperly
ofa constructed dam theit would be raised by reasonablythan

the IsTwo were submitted to (1)questions jury:same height.
10, ?it 1826foot than wasdam than onethe more higher August

manner,an and sois in unreasonable improperIs constructed(2)
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* pageSee foot-note on 80.
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Webster, 520,N. H. isthat in v. 64 one not tolike Gardner likely

at law. The ofsuits equitybe settled by many ground jurisdic­
case, inin that and Connecticut River Lumbertion is stated
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Cabpenteb, J., did not sit: the others concurred.
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an attested copyat his abodeordefendantto the leavinggiving


