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offenders; he from for sixand that be suspended practiceupon
months.

Bingham, JJ., did not sit: the concurred.and othersWalker

Belknap,
1, 1909.June

Pingreev. D. W. Co.Tuttle
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term, 1908,from the NovemberTransferredexcepted.defendants
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Gunnison, thefor plaintiff.Belker S?

Tuttle, for the defendants.Burroughs Wyman,Taggart,
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tion; sale, itfor since such trees were the of the issubject-matter
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sustained.Exception
All concurred.
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