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Coos,
June, 1895.

Holmes v. Holmes.

foreclose a FactsEntry,Writ of to found amortgage. by
referee.

Batchellor and LaddMitchell for theFletcher,Bingham, f
plaintiff.

and JordanDrew, for the de-Buckley,Bingham Bingham f
fendant.

Chase, J. The reserved case no of law thatpresents question
is insisted upon.

on the in thereportConditional pluintiff.judgment favor of

All concurred.

Belknap,
Dec., 1895.

MunseyGilford v. a.&

in this andDebt, four other cases, on bonds given by Munsey
as tax collector for the town of Gilford in 1890 and 1891, by

as tax collector for the town of inTaylor Gilford 1892, and by
as taxBlaisdell collector for that of Gilfordpart known as

School District No. 13 in 1890 and to1891, recover certain taxes
which were uncollected March 1, 1893. The atquestion issue
was whether these taxes Gilford,to or werebelonged payable to
the of Laconia, which became to thecity party proceedings.

The act of March 24, 1893, theestablishing ofcity Laconia
1893, c. disannexed certain(Laws from241), Gilfordterritory

and annexed it to Laconia, thisdesignated Wardterritory 6,
that certain shouldspecified toproperty belong andGilford, pro-

“other thatvided, Wardamong 6 shouldthings, have and own
all the other assets andcorporate ofproperty presentthe town
of Gilford.” s. 6.lb.,

It was held that the defendants had offered no defencelegal
bonds,to the actions on the and that, as to thethem, town of

Gilford was entitled to costs;withjudgment that as between
Laconia and theGilford, former was entitled to the taxes; and
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out of the fund wasa the costs be paidmotion that taxable
such an order would thethe thatdenied, compel pay-on ground

thement of costs party.prevailingby
Decreeaccordingly.

did sit.J., notParsons,

thefor plaintiffs.Hollis,Sargent

and Laconia.Jeioett, the defendantsS. forStephen

Carroll,
Dec., 1895.

Lord v. Wentworth.

.1875,clausum. MarchTrespass, 11, Nathaniel.Willeyguare
land thea lot of bounded westerly byowned large rectangular
“the new road.” In the cornerand byroad” southerly“old

aof the two roads was nearlythe squarejunctionformed by
the homestead,four acres called Webster boundedtract of about ”“ andon the southerlyrods old roadtwenty-fivewesterly

“ new road.” that herods on the On day conveyedtwenty-six
asa land and follows:Webster tract of bounded describedto Mary

“ thence run-at the of the two roads,junctionCommencing
atoon the old road about rodseighteennortherly largening

barn; with thestone to thence parallelmy easterly,opposite
homestead, to aand the Websterfence between my pasture

said fencefar east to contain acres betweenpoint eightenough
road; to and thenceroad;thence the newand the new southerly

toat;the new road to the bound meaningon begunwesterly
Theof the late Horace Webster.”the former homesteadconvey

deed toto the that the conveyed Maryexceptedplaintiff ruling
andhomestead,the tract and not the Webstermerelyeight-acre

the was overruled.exception

J., did not sit.Chase,

H. Hobbs,Josiah for the plaintiff.

John Nash,B. for the defendant.


