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held,tbe Massachusetts statute under which it inwas Pratt v.
Atwood,that the bastard’s of inheritance was limited to theright

statute,mother. In view of the of our ownpeculiar thelanguage
thedecisions of court of inMassachusetts thesupreme interpreta-

statute,tion of a similar and the that instatutesprinciple deroga-
lawtion of the common should be construed feelwestrictly,

to that thebound hold is without inplaintiff the estate ofright
the defendant’s intestate.

attention hasOur been called the counsel toby plaintiff’s
401,v. 64 N. H. anasColby,Goodwin hisauthority sustaining

contention. The there "was as to the of aquestion bastardright
mother,to take a to the the mother diedlegacy given having

the The court held thatbefore testator. the bastard was entitled
the It isto- to thatonly the decision fol­legacy. necessary say

lowed the letter of the statutes theplain question.controlling
S., 186, 12; lb., 196,P. e. s. c. s. 4. It is not for theauthority

here,contention because she is inforplaintiff’s asking something
law,of the common virtue of a which willby statutederogation

ait of constructionby which we do not feelpermit only liberty
toauthorized indulge.

overruled.Exceptions

All concurred.

Sullivan,
1,Dec. 1903.

Lamkin & a v. Johnson.

properlyA motion for a nonsuit is anydenied when there is evidence to
a party uponwarrant verdict in prooffavor of the whom the burden of

imposed.is

Tboveb, for sixteen cases of rubber boots and shoes. Trial by-
and verdict for thejury Transferredplaintiffs. from the May

term, 1903, Wallace,of the court C. J.superior by
The evidence tendedplaintiffs’ to theprove facts:following

1901,In the of Peter S. Laducer was aspring shoe store-keeping
Claremont,in and the himsold at thatplaintiffs time the property

in to be delivered incontroversy, the fall and to be forearly paid
June,1.December In Laducer sold his business to one Mineau.

owner,After Mineau became the Laducer told him of the order
he had and the between themgiven, was thatunderstanding
Mineau should have the when arrived. Aboutgoods they

27, the asent bill of theAugust plaintiffs to Laducer andgoods
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to him. Whenthe he received the bill took ithegoodsshipped
"Minean, and 28to on wrote to the that heAugust plaintiff's

andwished to be relieved that Mineau would take the andgoods
for Thethem. theplaintiffs acceptedpay proposition, charged

Mineau,the to and on 3 wrote Laducer to thatSeptembergoods
effect. Mineau notified the defendant on 28 that he wasAugust

them;to and for andhave the to tiregoods pay prior receiving
Laducer,ofbill the from he wrote the that heplaintiff'sgoods

andwould take them heard from them to that effect. The
defendant, 30,on after hadhe been informed that MineauAugust
was to have the and while onwere board a car at thegoods they

Claremont,railroad instation attached them on a writ which he
caused to issue Laducer. After 30 and toagainst August prior

4, Mineau went to the station to theSeptember procure goods,
found them Laducer,attached on the writdefendant’s wasagainst
unable to obtain of the andpossession goods, gave up getting

4,them. the defendant induced Laducer to anSeptember sign
order to release the from the of the sheriff.goods custody
Laducer did defendant,not intend to sell the to the and thegoods
defendant for them. Laducer never tookpaid nothing possession
of the The defendant Laducer togoods. thegave money pay

did,which he and thefreight were taken thecharges, goods by
defendant from the railroad and converted to his use. He gave
Laducer $51,100credit for their value on a claim of which he had

him. The Laducer,defendant recoveredagainst judgment against
but never took out execution or made theany levy upon goods,
and claims title virtue of a sale from Laducer to him.by

denied,'The defendant’s motion for a nonsuit was tosubject
The that ifexception. the motion shouldparties agree have been

to defendant; otherwise,there is be forgranted, thejudgment
there is to be on the verdict.judgment

Son,Ira for theColby plaintiffs.<f

Salt,Frank IT. Broion and Sermon for the defendant.

Bingham, J. “A motion for nonsuit will not be granteda
where there is evidence which aany can findupon jury properly
a it,verdict for the whom theparty burden ofproducing upon

Brown, 114, 116;is N.Hovey v. 59 H.proof imposed.” Paine
Nv. 58 H. 611.Railway,

In this case there was evidence from which it could be found
4, 1901,that to the of theSeptember sale toprior La'ducergoods

consent;had been rescinded mutual that the title to theby goods
Mineau; 4, 1901,never invested that on when theSeptember
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use, the title and ofthem to his own rightdefendant converted
thein that the lien createdwas the byplaintiffs;possession

abandoned;attachment, valid, thereif was and thatdefendant’s
Laducer to the defendant.no sale of the bywas goods

on the verdict.Judgment
All concurred.

Grafton,
1, 1903.Dec.

Paperv. InternationalGordon Co.

court,appointed by chapter 329, 1893,A the under to esti-committee Laws
damages by improvements and itsmate caused of the Ammonoosuc river

tributaries, jurisdiction resultingdamagesno to assess from thehave
unreasonable, improvements.andnegligent, unauthorized use of such

Equity, for the ofBill in assessment damages-praying
the the of his land. The committeecaused to plaintiff by flowage

229, 1893,referred,was under Lawswhom the chapterto petition
andthe and theirassessed plaintiff’s damages reported findings;
the-of law thereon were transferred fromthe questions arising

Jilee,term, 1902, J.of the courtNovember superior by
dismissed,that thethe the defendants moved bill beAt hearing,

had Thethat the committee noon the jurisdiction.ground
denied, and the Thewas defendantsmotion excepted. allegations

inof the committeethe bill and the sufficiently appearof findings
the opinion.

for thecases the defendantsIn two other brought against
and referred to theof causedassessment damages by flowage,

incommittee, the samethe and werefindingssame allegations
action, was-in Gordon’s and the same exceptioneffect aslegal

taken.

Cotton,Batehellor Mitchell and H. for theWilliam plaintiff.

Brew, Smith, Sloane,Jordan Smith and Scott forBuclcley,
the defendants.

Remicic, FallJ. In to the Mountain Paper Company,granting
“229, 1893, rocks,the flood-Laws to removechapter rightby

wood, from the and banks thatand other obstructions bed of por-
theAmmonoosuc river and its tributaries that are intion of the


