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a.&Pellenz v. Thomas M. HowellArthur

plaintiff.(Mr. orally),Frederic Parker for the&Sullivan Sullivan

by for Howell.Broderick, brief,A.James

thereargued here is whetherquestionJ. ThePeaslee, C. sole
Thereagainst Howell.any partnership,of a aswas sufficient evidence

evidence.was such
had individu-eachjourneymen painters, andThe defendants were

in-accidentShortly theally jobs from time to time. beforetaken
opera-for futurethey compactan oralsuit,in entered intovolved this

definite, but itveryappearThe do not to have beentions. terms
allof theirthey expected the fortunesbe found that to sharecould

adventures.
HeGrady partnership.adefendant testified that there wasThe

andpartner,parties prospectivehisHowell to third asintroduced
assetting them out “Howellcards,didHowell not dissent. Business

paid byand forGrady,” printed& were Howell.
be-any partnershipofdenied that there was talkWhile Howell

him ofa conflictmerely presentedGrady,and that evidencetween
the truth.say toldtestimony. for the trier of the facts to whoIt was

findinganot warrantarguesThe that the evidence doesdefendant
no onethatprofits and It is trueagreementof an to share losses.

notIt wasin terms.any stating agreementto talk antestified such
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necessary proved way. Such features arethat it should be in that
J.,ofpartners. Opinion Doe,but of the essential relation ofindicia

agreeingEastman ofClark, 276, seq. If,v. 53 N. H. 290 et instead
upon partnership result,from which relation wouldcertain details a
they rightsthe andagreed partners,took the direct course and to be
obligations relation became theirs.which the law attaches to that

Grady’sthey uponThat took the latter testi-course could be found
mony.

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.
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George H. Messier v. Samuel Ledoux.

Broderick,James byA. brief, plaintiff.for the

Ivory Eaton, byC. brief, for the defendant.


