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trial,to warrant its consideration in this for presiding justicewas the
to determine.

exceptionThe to of motionthe denial to theset verdict aside
against presents questionas evidence nothe of law.

Exceptions ovérruled.

Snow, J., absent: thewas others concurred.

)Sullivan,
3, .June 1924­

Eugene Beers, Davidson,E. v.Ap’ee, Paul Ex’r.

by municipal purposepropertyThe valuation of officials for the of taxation
introduced,cannot as of the actual of property,be evidence value the in

persons claiming rightscontroversies not under the taxbetween assessment.
plaintiff groundA motion for a verdict for “ondirected the the that isthere

claim,”no to hissubstantial evidence contradict awill be overruled where
contrary by theis warranted evidence.conclusion

Appeal, acceptancefrom reportProbate the of the of the com-
plaintiff’smissioner allowed by jurywho the claim. Trial and

evidence,verdict for the At close ofdefendant. the the the plain-
tiff "on groundmoved for a directed theverdict there is no substan-
tial evidence to contradict his claim.” The motion was denied
subject plaintiff’s Exceptionsto the exception. bywere taken the
plaintiff byto evidence introduced the defendant. The facts suffi-
ciently appear opinion. by Sawyer,in the Transferred J.

Henry (Mr.and Fred A. Jones orally),N. Hurd Hurd for the
plaintiff.

and (Mr.Francis Johnston M. Barton orally),W. Jesse Johnston
for the defendant.

Plummer, part November, 1917,The latter of plaintiffJ. the
Moulton,and tohis wife live with Dariuswent N. and December

24, 1917, farm,Moulton deeded to Mrs. Beers gavehis and she
mortgagehim a on supportingback conditioned him during his
August 14,life. diedHe 1921. At the time Beersthe went to live
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himbeen withLeete hadMoulton, employhe had in his one whowith
But hisplace.about theApril 1, Leete did choressince 1911.

HeMoulton, an old man.wasparticular to for whowork was care
bodya servant.him, and ashim, upon after actedwaited cleaned

came, and workedBeersstaycontinued to there after theLeete
Hehad done before.placethe and cared for Moulton as heabout

April 1,untilremained there 1920.
the Beerstimeis for of Leete from theThis action the board

theis1, ItAprilleft 1920.went the Moulton farm until Leeteto
board.pay Leete’sagreedMoulton toplaintiffclaim of the that
deededof that MoultonIt the defendant whenis the contention

con-mortgage backBeers, gaveand him ahis farm to sheMrs.
duringmaintaining Moultonupon suitably supporting andditioned

clothes, nursing,food, drink,providinghis and him with suitablelife
necessary, it wasthatthingsall other suitable andmedicine and

them, thatunderstandingarrangementa of and betweenpart the
done,hadcare for as he beforeLeete should remain and Moulton

undertaking.parthim as a of herand that Mrs. Beers should board
paid forshowingof that Beers was wellpurposeAnd for the Mrs.

to Leetedo, could afford boardhad undertaken to and wellwhat she
introducedpay probably did, defendantextra and thewithout

assessors’ valuationsubject plaintiff’s exceptionto the the town’s
years 1917for thepurposeof for the of taxationthe Moulton farm

evidenceThis1921, forty-fourwhich hundred dollars.and was
bypropertyincompetent improper. “The ofand valuationwas

introduced,purpose cannot bemunicipal the ofofficialsfor taxation
in controversiesproperty,as of actual value of theevidence the

claiming under tax assessment.”persons rightsnot thebetween
Clongh,v.Railroad, &c. Co.58;Laird v. 80 N. H. Concord Land

incompetentFellows,H. v. N. H. As this609;69 N. Stevens 70 148.
case,upon pointa material in the it vitiatesevidence was introduced

verdict, taken toExceptionsand it set werethe must be aside.
they probablyduring trial, willother evidence introduced the but as

unnecessaryit to considerupon case,a retrial of the seemsnot occur
them.

for a directedplaintiff’s exception to the denial of his motionThe
givenjury may credencemust be overruled. The not haveverdict

pay board,plaintiff’s agreedthat to Leete’sto the evidence Moulton
they and from all theuponcould found the evidenceand have

surrounding tothat Mrs. Beers was boardcircumstances the case
mayjurypart undertaking,a of her and further the haveLeete as
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forpaid byfound Leete boardthat his the work he did about the
place, one of the defendant’swhich was claims.

Exception to denial motion directed verdict exceptionoverruled:of for
sustained;to evidence verdict set aside: new trial.

Snow, J., was absent: the others concurred.

)Merrimack,
26,June 1924­.

v. F.State Daniel Giles.

property purposeThe official valuation of for the of taxation is inadmissible in a
proceeding collateral theto assessment to value,determine its if the record

partcontains no claim toadmission or as value on taxpayer.the of the
22,1917, 147,Under c.Laws s. the offense of intoxicatinga common liquorseller of

may charged general terms, viz.,in respondentbe that the seller,awas common
anysetting particular acts;without forth necessarilyfor the offense consists

of a and ofsuccession continuation various acts.

Information, byfiled the solicitor of countythe against the
defendant as a common ofseller intoxicating liquor as follows:

undersigned being“The County CountySolicitor for the of
Merrimack, innow here Court information againstmakes Daniel

Concord,of County,F. Giles in said saysand that said onGiles the
day October, 1923,15th of at Concord in Countysaid with force

arms,and beingnot authorized by law to intoxicating liquor,sell
a common seller of intoxicating liquorwas dayon that well asas

dayson divers and times day, contrarybefore that to the form
inof the Statute such case made and provided, againstand the

dignityandpeace of the State.
Herbert Rainie,W.

Solicitor for County.”Merrimack16,October 1923.

The 16,information was filed 1923,October uponand October
25, respondent quashthe moved to the same for insufficiency and
.uncertainty. The motion was denied and respondentthe excepted.

byThere a jurywas trial guilty.with ofverdict
The keptdefendant claimed drugstorehe a and the value of


