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that the do it. down theplaintiffsprovide might Turning gas
a reasonable of the thewas mode plaintiffs’preventing running

and had no to run.whichpress,boiler they right

theJudgment defendant.for

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

Adm’r.Merrill,v.Sabine

the a ishousekeeperfor services of not evi-toability payThe defendant’s
their value.ofdence

effect,counsel, no unfairremarks which have constitute noofUnwarranted

for aside a verdict.settingground

Assumpsit, for,in andfor housework in theservices doing
intestate,of, defendant’s W. Gr.and the fromPerry,care nursing

9,1877, decease,3, the his 1887.to time of November TheMay
1877,into that theApril, plaintifftended showevidence engaged

week;household dollars aof Mr. for fourto take Perry’scharge
1877,3, death;in from until hisacted thatthat she capacity May

him,rendered additional services forthat at various times she
sickness;him thathousework and in she wasthe nursingdoing

week,at the of four dollars afour weeks ratepaid everyusually
diaries,contained inshe ex-receipts, generallyfor which gave'

“ in was alsobe full to date.” There evidence thattopressed
notthat four dollars a week didMr. her forpayPerry recognized

the in diaries wasreceiptsservices. the the fol-her extra Among
“ Mrs. E. F.Settled withup Sabinereceipt:unsignedlowing
30th,"1887, $18 into 62-100 dollars full7th toSept.from August
in of theThis was not evidence. admin-requestdate.” put By

untilistrator, had the in the houseshe of Decem-propertycharge
1887, him a of which23, and the first item is asreceipt,ber gave

“ date, 1st,Gr. Oct.with William to atSettled Perry upfollows:
1887,week, 9th, 5until Nov. weeks$4.00 per makingcontinuing

that22.57.” offered to showand 4 The the estateplaintiffdays,
$57,000.to overamounted The evidence wasthe intestateof

excluded, Counselto the for theplaintiff’s exception.subject
defendant, in his to the receipts, readargument,closing referring

and it.the commented To thisreceipt uponofthe entry unsigned
The a forreturned verdict theexcepted. jury plain-the plaintiff

$300, moves to set\yhich she aside.tiff for

Warren,Burnham, Brown for the¿f* plaintiff.

theand for defendant.SullowayJames Jf. Briggs Topliff,f
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is founded not on theThe claim ex-Curiam.* plaintiff’sPer
Mr. to her four dollarscontract which payby Perry agreedpress

affairs, but on an im-for of his householda week taking charge
in histo her for other services houseworkpayplied promise doing

him in defendant contended thatand sickness. The shenursing
services, andin full for all reliedhad been herpaid principally

this issue theher.receipts Uponcertain by juryupon signed
is,for that found that hera verdict the plaintiff; theyreturned
“ date,”in fullto be to wereexpressedreceipts, generallythough

asto be evidence of for her services the intes-intended payments
toand that she was entitled recovertate’s housekeeper only, upon

acontract. obtained verdict thethe implied Having establishing
contract, that she was not allowed toshe cannot intro-complain

it. Ifto evidence of theduce other evidenceunnecessary prove
Mr. on thisof estate was itscompetent question,amount Perry’s

harmless; itnor can it be claimed that hadexclusion was any
on the of the value of her services.questionlegitimate bearing

counsel,ofIt is not how the statement the defendant’sapparent
in Ifher case. the hadreceiptprejudiced unsignedargument,

evidence,in inbeen admitted and had the hand-plaintiff’sbeen
its would that of an admissioneffect have been thatonlywriting,

;all andshe had received for her services this was thepay only
the counsel’s statement in to it. Buteffect of theregard jury

found that the as well as those which werereceipt,unsigned
full,”and “in didto be not to such anexpressed amountsigned

The of counsel did notadmission. remarks the resultproduce
intended; and the case was notplaintiff’s prejudiced thereby.

on the verdict.Judgment

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

HampshirePike v. New Trust Co.

hisA tenant who induces landlord to that he willbelieve vacate the prem-
removal,ises within the term for the ofupon being paid expenses his is

entitled to an to restrain theinjunctionnot landlord from interfering
whenwith his it would occasionpossession irreparable Indamage.

a bond from the landlord affordssuch a case ample protection.

Equity,in anBill for to restrain theinjunction defendants
withfrom the ofplaintiff’s possession the store occu-interfering

in in 24, 1887,him Stark block Manchester. Marchpied Johnby
F.and Kennard leased toJosephKennard the plaintiff the store

* pagefoot-note on 80.See


