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it theintoas larcenous element enterslarceny, so far theand
descrip-ifthat theHence it followsupon subject applies.law that
larcenyin an indictment forwould be insufficientemployedheretion

for embezzlement.in this indictmentit is insufficient
in an indictment fordescription be insufficientThat wouldthe

whystatedby No reason islarceny the authorities.is well settled
fully described,not have been more“furs various kinds” couldthe of

description of what theparticularthat moreapparentit is aand
Thethe accused.property be benefit towas would of substantial

in Hamblettdescription property closely givenresembles thatof the
property was set out asState, 384,N. H. thev. 18 where stolen

$97,amounting the of and of“sundry bills, together to sumbank
“Upon authorities,theJ., says:$97.” C. allParker,the ofvalue

fatally 'Sundryis bankin this case defective.the indictment
The has settled here.”quite principleis too loose. beennotes’

appears,farState,is N. H. 404. So asthe effect Lord v. 20To same
question;inauthority not andof these cases has been drawnthe

years elapsedand have their decisionsixtythe more which sincefor
drawing stealingfor topracticethe in indictmentsit has been

by appropriate allege its value.article its name and todescribe each
descriptionparticulararising, where aexceptionThe sometimes

sug-obtained, applicationno here. There is nocould not be has
inwanting thegestion was and avermentthat information no

grandparticulars jurorsthat further were to theindictment
unknown.

Exceptions sustained.
All concurred.

Hillsborough, \
6,Feb. 1912­ .

Thompson.Chickering v.

bya stake is maintained a licensee on land of the licensor in such mannerWhere
adjacent highway,to anas constitute an unreasonable interference with the

premises therebyinjuredof the isowner not liable to a traveler who is unless
prevent legalinjury righthe knew of the obstruction in time to the and ahad

removingpurposeto enter for the of it.

Case, personalfor injuries. by jury.Trial Transferred from
January superiorthe the J.term, 1911, by Mitchell,of court At
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the the defendant moved that a verdict beclose of thé evidence
groundfavor,in on the that there was no todirected his evidence

finding negligence parta his and due care on the thewarrant of of
plaintiff. granted, plaintiff excepted.motion and theThe was

In aDecember, 1899, the defendant leased house to one Wells
gave occupyhim an itpermission adjacentand to vacant lot until

purposes. 1901,Inshould be needed for other Wells drove a stake
lot, purposein the vacant forclose to the sidewalk front of the of

intrudingkeeping uponfrom his lawn. When thechildren stake was
it, bytofirst set Wells called the defendant’s attention was told the

positionright,that it and maintained inlatter was all thereafter it
during spring April 18, 1908, plain-the and summer months. the

tripped upon stake, ground,tiff fell to the and receivedthe the
injuries for which she seeks to recover.

Spring, plaintiff.Hamblett & thefor

Doyle Lucier,& for the defendant.

ordinary case,In toYoung, J. the the test determine whether
injury byit a landowner is in fault for an causedcan be found that

by inquirepremisesa his created others is to whethercondition of
pre-inoughthe knew or to have known of the condition time to

accident; did,and if he he could havevent the whether entered
remedy Rockport Co., 246. Iflegally to it. v. Granite 177 Mass.

legally purpose,for that it cannot behe could not have entered
(Ingwersen Rankin, 18);found that he is in fault v. 47 N. J. Law

may just he ifmight,but if he it be found that he stands as would
complained Freeholders Com-he had created the condition of. v.

pany, 74 N. J. Law 355.
licensee,lot was that of aoccupationAs Wells’ of the vacant

anymight at time to remove the stake.the defendant have entered
supra. may foundRockport Co., Consequently it bev. Granite

maintaining placeif in a forfault,is in such a stake suchthat he
highway.with thepurposesuch a was an unreasonable interference

thingmaintaining the stake was an unreasonableIf it is found that
necessarily plaintiff can recovernot follow that thedo,to it does

duty doing anything to interfere withaction. The of notin this
the bene-highway imposed on the defendant foruse of the wasthe

travelers, might attempt to cross theand not for those whofit of
Thomp-invitation. Townev.lot either with or without Wells’vacant
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plain-if theN. H. 316. SoBlodgett,Cate v. 70son, 317;H.68 N.
returninginback of the lot orgoingin thetiff towardinjuredwas

thatrecover; for there is no evidencesheto sidewalk cannotthe
werethatought to have known travelersthe knew ordefendant

purpose.point for thatleaving at thatin the sidewalkthe habit of
Alexander, 75 N. H. 554.Burrill v.

maintainingwasknew Wellsplaintiffthat theIf it is conceded
in faultof law isbe matter that shestake,the cannot said asit

itforgot Neither it be saidit. canmerely she aboutbecause
to seein fault because she failedconclusively that isappears she
mightit;in with for itcoming contactthe in time to avoidstake

groundso near the color of thebe that it was so small andfound
likely to attention.not attractthat it was

sustained.Exception
All concurred.

)Cheshire,
6,Feb. 1912­.

England v. Prentiss & a.New Box Co.

sellinglumber, having wrongfully enjoined from theWhere an owner of been
injunction bond,applies damages he issame, an under anfor assessment of

price merchan-the the obtained for theentitled to recover difference between
restraining order.he received but for thedise and the amount would have

wrongfully enjoinedupon ofall the timber a lot is at the suitWhere a sale of
claiming only part purchase,a a contract of the owner isone thereof under

byupon lumberfor the the entire amount ofentitled to recover loss sustained
implicit theof his obedience to the order of court.reason

Motion, bydamages provided injunc-anfor the assessment of for
by Transferred from the Octobertion bond. Trial the court.
superior by Mitchell,1910, the J. The defendantsterm, of court

bond, conditionedbrought uponan action of debt the which was
satisfy damages may topay“to all as be occasioned saidand such

by pro-injunction,& of said in case saidPrentiss Wilder reason
said determinedceedings injunctionin which was issued should be

Englandagainst Company.” The court ordered thatthe New Box
broughtgivenoriginal proceedingthe in the bond was bewhich

damages (75 605),N. H. that actionfor the assessment offorward


