
v.COMPANY CLOUGH. 627N. H.]

not sit: the others concurred.Pabsons, J., did

for theBred B. Osgood,and plaintiff.S. SoilsJosiah

Sill,S. for theB. defendants.andB. Nash WalterJohn

Carroll,
June, 1900.

a., Adm’rs, a.v. Whitaker &Aldrich &

Equity, theto foreclose a defend-byin mortgage givenBill
their note. Trialtestator to secure jointthe byto plaintiffs’ants

to the defendants were permittedexception,the court. Subject
was no consideration for the note. The courtthat thereto show

andwas without consideration ordered the billthe notethatfound
dismissed, and excepted.the plaintiffs

Wood,C.John L. for theJosiah Soils and plaintiffs.

Nash,and John B. for theA. defendants.James Bdgerly

discussed not inYoung, J. The the have isplaintiffsquestion
a ofcase, an action to collect note. Want consid-for this isthe

to such an action when it thea defence is brought byiseration
orthe note hisof personal representatives (Murraypayeeoriginal

Whitcomb, and be58 N. H. shown evidence.may by parol50),v.
93 Me. 439. No of law isv. raisedBigelow, question byBigelow

otherthe exception.
overruled.Sxceptions

Parsons, J., sit: thedid not others concurred.

Merrimack,
June, 1900.

Clough.andConcord Land Water Power v.Co.

Petition, act,the ofunder for the assessmentflowage damages
land.the defendant’sto

to inThe the theplaintiffs excepted statementfollowing argu-
“ment for brother He saidMy made an excuse.Clough: Sargent


