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Mass.627; 59,s. Sherman v. 98 64.Fitch,2 Mor.Nicker. Corp.,
theis not indebted to he is notLombard company, chargeableAs

Bellows,Forist N. H.in this action. v. 59 229.as its trustee
Its was to showwas competent.Nicker’s testimony tendency
the made ofdirectors were informed ofthat the application

subscription.Lombard’s

Trusteedischarged.

did sit: the others concurred.notBlodgett, J.,

Coos,
Dec., 1895.

Amey Granite McMulkin &a.,v. State Fire Insurance Co. &
Claimants.a.,

of chattels to purchaseA vendor who takes a of them secure themortgage
benefit,may recover insurance for hismoney notwithstandingeffected his

propertythat is to be used theknowledge by mortgagorthe for an ille-
purpose.gal

on of insurance issuedAssumpsit, the Granitepolicies by
State Fire Insurance the Home InsuranceCompany, Company,
and the Insurance The defendants admitImperial Company.
their either to the or to the as theliability, plaintiff claimants, /court determine.may

24,Prior to October the1893, was in theplaintiff engaged
Groveton,business of beer at and the same,bottling lager selling

with some at inwholesale, Newtogether intoxicating liquors,
and Vermont. On that he sold the andHampshire day plant

stock of to the and executed aclaimants, bill of salegoods
thereof; and in he atherefor took note ofpayment promissory
the $2,000,claimants for which has been and fourpaid, promis-

notes of the each,claimants for securedsory a chattel$818.92 by
of the all of the same date. The balancemortgage property,

due on the notes amounts to more than the sum duewhole from
the defendants on the in suit. wasInsurance effectedpolicies

theon the claimants for the benefit of the mort-property by
as his interest Thegagee was after-appear.might property

ward consumed and thefire, loss the re-mainly by adjusted by
The consideration thespective companies. $2,000of note for

included all the claimants,sold the and theliquorsintoxicating
notes were not taken in formortgage payment any intoxicating



AMEY v. 447N. WINCHESTER.H.]

A the consideration of theso sold. of mortgagepartliquors
and used inconsisted of and articles tonotes machinery adapted

and the knew whenof beer, plaintiffthe business bottling lager
that claimants in-made the sale and took the thehe mortgage

to in that business.tended engage

for theDrew, Jordan Buckley, plaintiff.

Ladd and D. for the claimants.Fletcher Hening,Orawford

Clark, unless,is as aJ. The entitled toplaintiff judgment
the of he did some act to aid thesale,of contract positivepart

in The not ren-claimants their unlawful sale wasoccupation.
that the claimantsdered theby plaintiff's knowledgeillegal

would use the sold for the advancement of theirproperty illegal
Hill, 94, cited;H. and casesbusiness. Delavina v. 65 N. Bryson

v. No facts are found whichHaley, ante, p. show337. anything
histhe mere of the intention ofbeyond plaintiff’s knowledge

vendees, and inthe case comes within the rule laid down the
authorities cited.

theplaintiff.Judgmentfor
All concurred.

Coos,
Dec., 1895.

Amey v. Winchester.

Buckley v. Same.

innkeeperan for hisresponsibility goodsof the of not extendguestThe does
at inn special purpose pas-one who is the for some not connected withto

or travel.sage

an each for the loss ofCase, innkeeper,against by plaintiff
Facts thehat. found court. Near the entrance to thebyhis

the defendant’s in Manchester,of hotel he has adining-room
which his are invited to their hatsrack on whiledepositguests

their meals. On the of he8,eating evening 1895, pro-January
club,in his a for a under avided contractdining-room banquet

which the club to a sum eachforby agreed pay specified plate.
hundredAbout one residents of at-persons, mainly Manchester,

the Thetended were not members of theplaintiffsbanquet.
arrived at the hotel thatclub. theirThey evening, registered


