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in of thestated the furnishes no forpresence jury, ground setting
aside the verdict.

onJudgment the verdict.

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

Baldwin v. Wentworth.

An to the of theobjection sufficiency evidence toplaintiff’s awarrant
waived,verdict in his favor is if not taken till after the to thecharge

iur7-
The extent to which cross-examination about collateral matters shall be

is a of fact for thepermitted, trial term.question

Trover, Plea,for a of oxen and other cattle.yoke the general
issue, defendant,with a statementbrief that the a sheriff,deputy

16,cattle, 1889,took the aon writ DanielAugust against Day,
and that were Verdictthey property. for theDay’s plaintiff.

called,The plaintiff, who was the first witness intestified that
1889, $90,he sold toMay, the oxen one Sanborn for and that the

defendant took them from Sanborn’s Nopossession. question
the sale cross-examination,was to him onputrespecting and no
thisallusion to was made eithertestimony by onparty (except

the of oxen)the of the untilquestion value the werejury
retire,instructed and toabout when the defendant thatobjected

on oxen,the evidence the could not theplaintiff recover for and
therequested court so to declined,instruct the The courtjury.

and the defendant excepted.
cross-examination,On the plaintiff testified that for six or eight

to the seizureyears of the cattle onprior lived theDay plaintiff’s
farm, anunder for a on the aagreement conveyance ofpayment
stipulated that had notprice; had,and thatpaid, he orDay three

cattle,four months after the ofseizure the been expelled from the
possession that in 1885 orby process; 1886 thelegal plaintiff

cattle,and for farm,the thempaid on the andbought put agreed
with value,to allow him orDay their in inincrease casegrowth

farm;he forpaid the and that had no other interest inDay them.
The court that the evidence bepossibly(remarking compe-might
tent at a later torefused thestage) permit defendant then to

of the asinquire to tire source of his title to farmplaintiff the and
into it,his inwith to and therespect defendantdealings Day
excepted.

II. Johnson,Jason and Thomas F. for theDudley plaintiff.

Jordan,James I. Parsons and Drew for the defendant.
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If hadtoo it beenBlodgett, The came late.J. request
had an tohave opportunitythe wouldseasonably plaintiffmade

evidence, andtitle furtheras to his bythe objectionobviate
be,this theso. But however mayhave donewoulddoubtless

evidence,after theuntilnot lie arguments,could bydefendant
closed, avail ofand then first himselfto the werejuryand charge

him, and in heto which fairnessthat open oughtwasail objection
closed,wasfor theas the evidence plaintiffsoon asto have taken

on sides. Brownlatest, closed bothor, the evidence waswhenat
Co., Thurlow, 157,12298; Bole Met.N. H. v.59v. Insurance

216, 217. And in view of the164; 12Holden v. Cosgrove, Gray
notrial, that has wellit is the defendantapparentof theresult

of hisreason of the denial request,of complaint bycausefounded
haveof the title maythe proof plaintiff’sdefectivefor however

all,had title atfact that nobeen, Daythethe establishesverdict
This ofleast, to of the itselfor, plaintiff.one inferior thatat only

thea new trial should not be toreason grantedis a sufficient why
court,in and doeshad his full dayHe has justicedefendant.

should have another.that henot require
in to the defendantpermitno errorThere was refusinglegal

of his title to theinto the sourceto of the plaintifffurther inquire
to it. farin Howand his with Day respect justicefarm dealings

inallowed to thoseshould be gothe cross-examinationrequired
trial Gutter­sona fact for the term. v.was ofdirections question

165; Perkins, 343, 345;N.Morse, 59 H.58 N. H. Merrill v.
66,Parsons, 68.Gibbs 64 N. H.v.

overruled,.Exceptions

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

Thompson Manufacturing v.Co. Smith.

it inA not a and even if is aportable building, placed buildingisengine
it,not it or to within the mean-necessarilyis a of anpart appurtenance

a or aaltering,of statute a lien “foring giving erecting, repairing
139,L., c. s. 11.)house or other orbuilding appurtenances.” (G.

A law to have beensale cannot be declared as matter of not accompanied
has, sale,ifa sufficient of the vendee after thechangeby possession,

the that toawayexamined and taken small wereproperty parts likely
be lost or stolen.

Assumpsit, for a steam which wasportablerepairing engine,
suit, 30, 1890,attached in this thefor ofSeptember purpose

a lien for isthe The lien contested Fel-enforcing repairs. by
lows, made,who and isthe after the werebought repairsengine


