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County v. Wakefield.Carroll

forto the asylumthe plaintiffsforAssumpsit, bymoney paid
had a settle-whoan insaneinsane, of personthe for the support

thetocommitteda and wasin was notWakefield,ment pauper,
ofthe probate.-asylum by judge

theWeeks,Frank forA. Tasker and plaintiffs.Birnay

the defendants..Arthur forFoote,L.

MerrimackfromThe case is notWallace, J. distinguishable
N. H.v. 66 389.County Concord,

theJudgmentfor defendants.

did sit: the concurred.not othersHlodgett, J.,

Merrimack,
June, 1897.

Murphy Hill & a.v.

the announcement ofEaton,been afterNotice having given
in this case at the 1896 N. H.term,Junethe opinionprevious (68

and assented1897,at the trial term,he April,appeared544),
Asoffered no evidence. nothe facts butreported,to previously

ofmade of fraud or mistake in the entryclaim was original
E. Hill,in Eaton’s favor in his suit Clarenceagainstjudgment

the of law which it was be presentedquestion suggested might
here-in theconsidered,not and the views opinionwas expressed

as a fact thatannounced were affirmed. It nowtofore appearing
in the suedHill did not covenants upon, judg-M.Nancy join

ment was ordered for her and for the Winthropplaintiff, against
HillT. .for one dollaronly, damages.

Casedischarged.

and Franklin Eaton.Adams, for theBurleigh plaintiffSg

Charles the defendants.G. forRogers,


