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)Hillsborough,
5,Jan. 1937­ .

Corporation a.&Venus Shoe

v.

Store,Hanover a.Shoe Inc. &

(Mr. orally), forA. Broderick Maurice A. Broderick theJames
plaintiffs.

Wyman, Starr, Booth, Wadleigh Langdell (Mr. Wadleigh orally),&
certain creditors of the defendant.for

report adoptedacceptancePer of the master’sCuriam. The first
priorityorder forit modification. It therefore thewithout included

objectionreport plaintiffs’ to thewhich the recommended. The
report rejected asgranting of the defendant’s motion that the be

adoptcontrary equivalent for the court toto the law was to a motion
legal request-report. They sought changesno in it. In effectthe
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ing they aggrieved bythe whichadoption, could not be action with
they they Theyandwere satisfied to which consented. were bound

except partby properlyit and could not to an which was a oforder
acceptanceorder res adjudicatethe action. The was thus and the

report required. plaintiffs’the second was Theholdingof so sub-
sequent motion for their claim be theto added to list of the defend-

request existing adjudicationamounted to aant’s creditors that the
priority disregarded.of be

report necessaryacceptance byThe of the im-first also included
aplication plaintiffs’dissolution of the forattachment. The order

priority becould not otherwise enforced.
plaintiffs any rights bylost accident,Whether the have of their

mayquestion primarilymistake or misfortune is a of fact and be
only by petition Superiorraised to P. L., 342; Tierneythe Court. c.

England Works,v. New Granite 79 N. 166; Railroad,H. Watkins v.
N. H. 468,80 471-474.

Exceptions overruled.
Page, J., was absent.

)Hillsborough,
4,May 1937­ .

Liberty Mutual Co.Insurance

v.

Louis E. Martel & a.


