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Upon hypothesis he under-anyresulted without the thatsuch cause.
daywent a the of theconsiderable strain on seizure such strain was

assigned as the cause.
The theproof anyfatal defect in the is lack of evidence of strain.

proveAll ondefinitelythe evidence tended to that there was none that
undergoneheday. mightthere evidence that have aWhile was

strain days earlier, disregardsome he would have had to the custom
•ofthe in aid in Thereshop making use of available order to do so. is

conjecture.no the whole inthat,evidence that he did and matter rests
The for lack haveproofmotion that the bill be dismissed of should

granted.been

Bill dismissed.

All concurred.

Hillsborough,
1, 1932.March

Dennis E. Connors v. Charles J. Dionne.

Ivory (byC. Eaton orally), plaintiff.brief and for the

(Mr.John D. Warren and Albert Terrien fororally),Terrien the de-
fendant.
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clear, they areentirelyPeaslee, findings notJ. While the areC.
deputyofcapacityhisdefendant,mean the into thatunderstood

plaintiff as thetheengine belonginga derrick and tosheriff, attached
aThereupon plaintiff made demandproperty of theparty.a third

years thecomplied Four laterfor the not with.property which was
wasdemand, thereupon the attachmentplaintiff made a second and

prop-plaintiff in the amount thereleased. The court found for the
years.erty duringhad in the fourdecreased value

prop-offull theplaintiff’sThe he can the valueclaim that recover
he electederty makingcannot the second demandBybe sustained.

sayheard toproperty his;to treat the he cannot now beas still and
notgiving a returnproperty up uponthat to him that demand wasthe

thereof to which he assented.
AssumingThe noliabilitydefendant’s claim of no stands better.

demand was made wasthat the when firstdefendant’s situation the
theto him to ascertainsuch as entitle time in whichto reasonable

Railroad,v.guilty (Hettstate of the title, beingwithout of conversion
anyN. H. time for69 there is he desired such139), no evidence that

purpose. thesubsequent unexplained holding propertythe underHis
findingyearsattachment four that there was a con-for warranted the

version.
damages,The is differ-appliedcourt the rule which thecorrect of

ence time of thepropertybetween the value the conversionof the at
H.Watson,and its 61 N.value when returned to the Govev.owner.

136.

Exception overruled.

All concurred.


