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plaintiff.Bartlett,B. for theG. K. & T.

Mitchell, for the defendant.Page, Bartlett &

right itAlthough forfeited whateverYoung, the associationJ.
on which theconveyancea of the landhadmay have to demand

undertaking, it did not for-thebuilding it abandonedstood when
lot,another orbuilding either moved it tofeit and could havethe

doing ofof eitherproceeds; but insteadit and divided thesold
hold thepossessionto take of andthings, Sanbornthese it suffered

the associationbuilding property. Any member ofas his own
against for an account-an action Sanborncould have maintained

building.the None of the mem-ing possessionhe took ofas soon as
ought known how hetherefore, knew or to havebers, who either

building action unless itholding can maintain such anwas the
taking possession.ofbegun years from the time hiswas within six

Studley, 17,Slayton, 402;H. Currier v. 159 Mass.Clark v. 63 N.
19; Powell in 1890that Sanborn was hold-S., 217,P. c. s. 3. knew

association,ing building him and to the but didadversely tothe
is abegin Consequently the statutenot this action until 1898.

bar to its maintenance.
Exception overruled.

All concurred.

Hillsborough,)
3,Dec. 1912.

Mooney.Smith v.

living supported by recognizedfather,minor, with herEvidence that a while and
charge against findingpropera bill for services as a her warrants themedical

supplemented bypayment,personallythat she contracted for its and when
proof becoming age supportto aof ratification after of is sufficient verdict
against assumpsit.in ofher an action

Assumpsit, for medical services rendered to the defendant while-
byliving supportedwas a minor her and him.she with father

by jury plaintiff.Trial and At the close of theverdict for the
inevidence the defendant’s a verdict be directed hermotion that

denied, court,subject exception.favor was to After the verdict the
upon motion,the defendant’s ruled as a matter of law that the

plaintiff excepted.support it,evidence was insufficient to and the
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byterm, superior courtJanuary 1912, of thefrom theTransferred
Chamberlin, J.

(Frederick BranchBranch & Branch W.F. andGeorge Jackson
plaintiff.orally), for the

(Mr. orally),Lucier for the defendant.LucierDoyle &

competentitplaintiff’s position is that wasWalker, J. The
were renderedfind that at the time the servicestojuryfor the

plaintiffby paydefendant to thecontract thewas a voidablethere
becoming age ratified.after ofthem, the defendantfor which

in record that when the services wereis no evidence theThere
sup-that she wasemancipated,had beenthe defendantrendered

any supportof aside fromherself, she had meansor thatporting
father, she lived as a memberupon her with whomdependenceher

perform-that her father wasfamily. All the evidence showsof his
neces-duty furnishing her with a home and suchparental ofing his

any directrequired.in life Nor is thereas her conditionsaries
pay the services at the timeexpressly agreed to forthat sheevidence

by anyexpress promiseno onethey rendered. As there waswere
defendant,services, were beneficial to thepay him for his whichto

with his attend-from the circumstances connectedit could be found
promisor.upon her that her father was theance

to amight be insufficient sustainAlthough these facts alone
that after the renditionfinding liability,her there was evidenceof

minority she toldby duringand herplaintiffthe services theof
recognizedand thepaidhim thereforplaintiffthe that she wanted

theagainst This evidence authorizesproper charge her.bill as a
thatthe services were renderedthat she understood wheninference

understanding. Itemployed plaintiff,the who had the sameshe
finding that, farin sojurythat the be warrantedfollows would

withso, personally contractedcapacityhad the to do sheas she
she wouldin of other evidenceplaintiff.the Whether the absence

infancymade, her andupon thus in view ofbe liable the contract
unnecessary decide,family, it toin her father’s isher situation

authorizing the further inferenceother evidencesince there was
age her voidable contract withbecomingthat after of she ratified

not,didruling the court that the evidenceplaintiff.the The of
law, erroneous.supporta matter of the verdict wasas

Exception sustained.
All concurred.


