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the state.solicitor, forHoyt,Louis G.

for the defendant.CalvinPage,

“ In a orClark, J. indictment in casecomplaint any arising
sections,aunder the described as alotterypreceding maybe pre­

which sufficient,tended be whatever theshalllottery, mayproof
and it shall not bebe; ornecessary trial,to-allege prove, upon

thewho is the owner of nor who orproperty, conducts,manages,
lottery,draws the or therein.” c. 4.P. s.participates S., 270,

a theThe of indictment sets allpolicy lottery, forthgame being
that is under the statute. It the defendant withrequired charges

thean offence in words of the statute, and describes to him the
kind of a ishe with andparticular lottery charged making put­

Follet, H. 58; Clarke,State v. N. H.6 State v.up. 33 N.ting
9;State H.329; Moore,v. 63 N. Commonwealthv. 137Wright,

v.250; Sullivan,Mass. Commonwealth 146 142.Mass.

.Motiondenied.
All concurred.

Rockingham
June, 1896.

Langley.Tuttle v.

contract,In athe absence ol written one aoccupieswho farm at an annual
a tenantrental is to be deemed at will from year year,to and as such is

hay grown uponentitled to the land.the
generalA of a referee in ofreport favor a party whose conduct in carrying

equivalentin isbrought question,on a farm is to a finding that he did all
required.that good husbandry

Trover, Pacts afor foundhay. by referee. in 1890,Early
the and one who owned aplaintiff Halley, farm in Exeter, had

awith reference to lease of the farmnegotiations to the plaintiff
the fivefor term of years. Haley to a leaseagreed for thatgive

a andterm for theallow toyear plaintiff$150 sell some of the
theraised itfarm,on washay done asprovided so not to injure

iffarm;the wasany hay sold, manuresmeaning or other fertil-
izers andshould used.be Nobought in oragreement writing
memorandum was made or at this time.signed The pla.intifT

farm 1,moved on the about 1890.April diedHaley December
21 of the same no written leaseyear, been Aexecuted.having
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the towhich refusedlease was drawn np plaintiff signby Haley
tonot as to the of thebecause could right plaintiff'they agree
hethe thefarm, plaintiffsell of the raised on claimingany hay

if he farm in asleft thewas have the ofto privilege selling hay
to this,as he would notcondition fouud it.good Haley agree

the1, 1891,and Aboutno lease was either. Aprilsigned by
raised thefarm,the in the barnleftplaintiff' hay duringleaving

this afterward sold to the defendantA of wasyear. part hay
The carried onthe willthe executor of ofby Haley. plaintiff'

the he was there.in husband-like manner thefarm a during year
It assessment ofdid not whether the referee’s damagesappear

itswas the basis the full value of the ormade of hay, uponupon
value onto bo fed out the farm.

Eastman, theforO’Neill, plaintiff.Young&

Frink theMarvin and Thomas for defendant.Leavitt,&

thatBlodgett, the farm wasJ. The ofplaintiff’s occupancy
(P. 1;of a S., Whitneytenant at will from to s.246,c.year year

its annual10,v. 22 N. H. as such entitled him toSwett, and13)
v. H.Harriman,of the was one. Felch 64 N.fruits, haywhich

472, 473; Currier, 287,v. H. aud authorities296,Plummer 52 N.
so, if tocited. And this would even the was subjectstill be hay

Morse,the it the farm. v.restriction that be out onfed Griswold
211,59 N. 214.H.

the farmAs the was bound to onwill, carrytenant at plaintiff
nothe didin a Whether so is a question,husband-like manner.

and hav­N. H.law, Moore, 533);of but of fact v. 67(Pickering
referee, re­it bebeen in his thefound favor may properlying by

did notthatas to a husbandrygoodgarded equivalent finding
innowfarm that of thehim to on therequire portion hayspend
v.618, ;v. N. H. 619­Noyes Patrick, Whittredge58controversy.

this effect to theEdmunds, 248, finding,63 N. H. 249. Hiving
onas to the basisthe defendant can have cause ofno complaint

and if thereferee;the were assessed the plain­which bydamages
tiff' ho has failed make it known.has toany,

theplaintiff.on thereportJudgment for
All concurred.
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