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assent,tenancy the landlord’sA at terminate Ms withouttenant will cannot
byrequiredexcept by writingin the statute.the notice

paidbuilding,capacity as rentthe amount there-familiar the aOne with of
therein, quali-occupied byfor, space goods isproportionate storedand the

storage.testify as to the value oí suchfied to

Assumpsit, The defend-found a referee.fox rent. Facts by
Keene, an indefinite period,in forhired the situatepremises,ant

$12 1897,20, defendanttheof month. Novemberat a rental per
about the mid-he to vacatethat intendedsent the wordplaintiff

her to a writ-never waived rightDecember. The plaintiffdle of
15, 1897.The vacated Decemberten notice. werepremises

Whenthe ofa set-off for goods.The defendant filed storage
a of the house was occupieddefendant took partthe possession,

to the de-the who payto plaintiff, promisedby goods belonging
Thethem remain. ref-a sum fox tofendant reasonable allowing
due the$20.05and$39.42that was due the plaintiff,eree found

defendant.
that thethe referee foundto the plaintiff’s exception,Subject

valuetheconcerningwife was to testifiydefendant’s qualified
for herIt that had acted asof the sheappeared agentstorage.

to bethe renthusband, had examined the premises, agreed upon
husband,rent, herthe and transacted all the business ofpaid, paid

usualabsent, about the chargeswho but she knewwas nothing
for theordered plain-for in wasKeene.storing goods Judgment

$19.37,tiff and excepted.for both parties

E. for theEening, plaintiff.Crawford

Paine,S. for the defendant.William

aof was ten-Pike, theJ. The defendant's occupancy premises
terminates. notS., 246, which he couldat will c.ancy 1),(P.

inconsent, the “noticethe bywithout except givingplaintiff’s
” Ib., to thes. 6. The word sentthe statute.required bywriting

notice, notand thein was not such plaintiff,Novemberplaintiff
terminate, is toentitledthe shouldconsented that tenancyhaving

for the rent.recover
“ estate,realas to the value of anyThe of witnessesopinions

itwhenevidence thereofor be received aschattelsgoods, may
suchto ofthat arethey judgeto the courtappears qualified
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” c.S., 224,P. s.value. 22. Whether in a ainstancegiven wit­
ness is thus is a of fact toqualified be atquestion thedetermined

Scott,trial. v. 61 112, 114;Goodwin N. H. v. InsuranceTaylor
Co., 50, ; Johnson,51 H. 55­ 452,N. Dole v. N. ;50 H. 459­ Jones

Tucker, 546,41v. N. H. 548. The referee’s that thefinding
wasdefendant’s wife to of the valuequalified judge of the storage

was authorized the evidence. She knewby of the of thecapacity
for hadshe examined it when the rented.building, werepremises

rent,She knew how much was for for she with thepaid agreed
the amount and itplaintiff upon whenever it due.paid became

She knew the the forspace occupied by she livedplaintiff’s goods,
in the house where were stored. Suchthey enabledknowledge
her to whatestimate of the re­proportionate part werepremises

andfor the thequired rental value of such in rela­storage, part
tion to the whole.

overruled.Exceptions

Peaslee, J., did not sit: the others concurred.
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Thompsona. v.Currier & a.&

estate, plaintiff possessionIn an. toaction determine the title to areal in is
againsta by supportedto decree aentitled defendant claimwhose isd.eed

by unsatisfactory anyevidence so andindefinite that ofdetermination the
question merely conjectural.bewould

Equity,inBill to determine the title to real estate.' Facts
afound referee. The dismissed,billby was asexcept against

F. andGeorge Thompson Eleanor Boyce.

Worcester,and Snow,Henry Heywood for theGtafney plain-
tiffs.

Twitchell,S.Albert for the defendants.

Peaslee, J. The 1,200matter’in theis totitle acresdispute
of the of Pinkham’snortherly portion Grant. The deed under
which the defendants claim states that the land is in Pinkham’s
Grant; but the lots Grant,—described are in aGreen’s tract ad-

Pinkham’s Grant on the north.joining The referee found that to
“determine what land was covered deedthe would beby conjec-” “; that in and,ture the the deed isdescription contradictory,


