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therefore,The notdefendants’ that the indictment doesexception,
statute,an theoffence under latter isproperly allege unimportant;

indictment,and as no other was raised the the courttoobjection
not calledis to its technicalupon pass upon sufficiency.

defendants,The to ofthe admission evidence that theexception
December,for sale on the second of while the datekept liquor day

inof the offence as firstthe indictment was the ofalleged day
December, cannot be sustained. The for saleof liquorkeeping
after the date and before the of indictment wasthealleged finding

Pratt,evidence of the 14defendants’ State v.competent guilt.
456; Rundlett, 70;N. H. State v. 33 N. H. 58State v. Havey,
377; 88; Perkins,N. H. State v. N. H.Ingalls, 59 State v. 70

N. H. 330.
If the one ofstatements of the defendants in absence of thethe

others were not evidence the latter thatcompetent theyagainst
sale,for were thekept liquor admissibleintoxicating they against

former. That the were instructed as to thejury properly legiti-
presumed,mate use to make of the evidence is in absence ofthe

an to the of theexception court thatcharge Has-upon subject.
kell v. N. H.73 587.Railway,

overruled..Exceptions

All concurred.

Rockingham, }
4,Dec. 1906

Murdock, Guardian, v. Murdock & a.

adoption by giveThe of a child a husband and rightwife does not him a to.
by curtesy.an estate the

Petition nor Partition. Trial the court andby decree for
term,the 1906,Transferred from theplaintiff. ofApril the

Chamberlin,court J'.superior by
A. Murdock died seized ofLydia the of whichpremises parti-

tion is The interested insought. only thepersons areproperty
Murdock,John C. husband,the decedent’s and Yeaton,,Lena C.

her a formerdaughter defendants,who are theby andmarriage,
Murdock,L.Carrie the ward and anplaintiff's adopted daughter

of John and who had no issue.Lydia, John claimed an estate by
the and for that reasoncurtesy, to the denial ofexcepted his
motion to dismiss the petition.
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Weston, thefor plaintiff.B.Edwin

the defendants.forCrawford,John Gr.

195,9, Publicchapterof sectionYoung, If the languageJ.
toisthere nothingordinary meaning,itsStatutes, is given —and

it otherto any meaning,—intended givethe legislaturethatshow
v. Mar­Fosterthe curtesy.an estate bytoentitlednotisJohn

childfact that their adoptedthe491. Although22 N. H.shall,
haveown child maywere theirthan if shelessheandmoretakes

estate, itanto have suchhethat oughtto provetendency.some
itintended tothe givethat legislatureto provetendencynohas

hethathis wife’s estateshare ofsametakes thehim, heforto
195,S., c. s. 12.P.Carrie.not adoptedhadif theywould

overruled.Exception

All concurred.

)Belknap,
4, 1906­Dec. .

Barnstead.Wilson v.

” only part spans stream, road,that a“bridge includes not whichtermThe
portionsdepression, also the abutments and such otherbut of theotheror

completerequired according plan uponto render it to theareasstructure
isit built.which

injuries resulting part highwayfrom a defect in that of aA liable foristown
portions bridge.and other essential athe abutments ofis abovewhich

“uponpart highway bridge,”particular legala is aof within theaWhether
word, questionis a of fact.thatdefinition of

Case, fromfor thrown frominjuriespersonal happening being
a in areason of defect Trialhighway bridge. bya wagon by jury

term,Transferred from thefor the Marchand verdict plaintiff.
Chamberlin, J.1906, courtof the superior by

tended to that theevidence is con-proveThe bridgeplaintiff’s
ironlaid theof ends ofupon girders, easterlystructed planks

inten feetan abutment built ofwhich rest stoneheight, splitupon
the base ofin The stones the abutmentconstitutinglaid cement.

are laid atfeet and withfive or six thelong rightare angles
stream, toward the thread of thethe ends stream aboutprojecting

of the abutment. Thethan the face stonesa more above thefoot
laid, stream,form a face towardas to theperpendicularbase are so


