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NathanGilman v. Gilman.Shendel

chapter 176, Statutes, maya married main-2, the Public womanUnder section of
againstpersontrespass heran for to the husband.tain action

Trespass plain-by jury and verdict for theperson.to Trialthe
wife, and her evidence-tendedplaintiff thetiff. The is defendant’s

prove her had on occasions assaulted her.to that husband several
forthe moved aplaintiff’sof the evidence defendantAt the close

an action cannot main-nonsuit, upon groundthe that for assault be
by against denied,her husband. The motion wasa wifetained

excepted. Januaryfrom the term,and the defendant Transferred
by Branch,superiorof J.the court1915,

plaintiff.forOsgood Osgood,& the

O’Neill,John for the defendant.

by excep-theYoung, only raised defendant’squestionJ. The
gives176, Statutes,the2, chapter of Publicwhether sectiontion is

againstaction of kindright an thisa the to maintainmarried woman
could notplaintiffthat the maintainher It concededhusband. is

thatthe defendant contends thelaw,at common andthis action
■orgrowing of,to out inright someher to actionslimits sue.-statute

Strom,way separate property.' Strom v. 98with, herconnected
question,437, 191, therefore,L. A. note.' TheMinn. R. N. S.—6

maya sue.to when married womanto the determineas testIs
“ may . . andcited, that . sueprovidesabove she2,Section

byupon anyand contractequity,in andin all matters lawsued,be
”if she were unmarried.wrong by done,her asmade, anyor forher

ordinary meaning, can maintainlanguage givenis she thisitsIf this
singlea woman;itmaintain if she wereshe couldprovidedaction

that, exceptionscertain notprovides within termsthefor statute
thoughall matters as shemay and be sued inhere, she suematerial

legislaturewhen the enactedwords,In otherunmarried.were
this the commonall theintended to remove disabilitiesitsection

right con-far as the to sue wason married inimposed women solaw
and wife onexceptions, putto husbandcertainand, withcerned,

v.torts,to and contracts. Seaverrespect property,inequalityan



v. Latham. 5AmidonN. H.]

to whetherdetermineAdams, N. H. 142. Therefore the test66
couldinquireaction whether sheplaintiff can maintain is tothe this

inquire theunmarried, not to who defend-if were andmaintain it she
right. In aseeking propertyto enforce ais, nor whether she isant

damaged byor another’sinjuredmarried eitherIf a woman isword:
thougha that other isillegal gives remedyher evenact, the statute

enacted,at the statutehusband; and it and was the time wasis,her
H.Poor 8 N.illegal Poor,v.for a to assault his wife.husband

307, 313.
Exception overruled.

All concurred.
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Adm’r)(Frank Kellom, v. H.P. Lester Latham.Frank Amidon

standing provides is cut andof timber that the same to be removedA deed which
conveyance merelyyears thefrom date of the limits timewithin three the

right purposegrantee may removal;ofthe enter as matter of for thewithin which
right ownership bypurchaser’s isand the not forfeited a failure to remove hisof

prescribed byproperty any period lessfor time than that the statuteof of
limitations.

Assumpsit. January term,heard 1909,The at the ofcase was
superior by Wallace, C. J.,the court who denied the defendant’s

nonsuit,a to his asubject exception,motion for and found verdict
question liability. Januarythe on of Atplaintiff term,for the the

1915, of superior court, plaintiff’s appearedthethe administrator
ques-an damages; thereuponand for assessment of and themoved

arising uponof the exceptiontions law defendant’s were transferred
by Branch, on an ofJ., agreed statement facts.

January 25, 1900, conveyedC. standingSarah Prescott certain
Amidon, by provided growthtimber to a deed which that the was

“to and years.”be cut removed three The deed was dulywithin
cut the andtimber,recorded. Amidon did not in 1908 Sarah con-

veyed defendant,tothe same the removed and sold it.who The
to theplaintiff timber,seeks recover value of the or the amount

forwhich the defendant received it.

D. Faulkner, plaintiff.Kirk Pierce and & for theAllen

Smith,Holman & for the defendant.


