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liens,of the nature and effect of tax asconception distinguished
liens,attachment and other which attach to the debt-from simply

whereas,or’s interest in the the terms of theproperty, by express
L., 58, itself,c. s. liens for taxes attach to thestatute land(G. 13),

liens and incumbrances are devested. v.and all Parker Bax­prior
; Co., 7;ter, 2 v. Ill. v.185 Gallatin 15 Atkins Hin­Gray Dunlap

Peck,449;man, 2 v. 19Gilm. Jarvis Wis. *74. A tax title(Ill.)
“titles;breaks all and no title canconsequently up previous pass

statute, but ana collector’s deed under the estate in fee sim­by
Hence,420,Messer,v. N. H. 428. ifSmith 17 Aldrichple.”

deed,title his it was an estate in fee to theacquired any by simple
ofdevested all other liens thereon or titlesland controversy,in

thereto; so it follows that he cannot be made a to aand billparty
other for the foreclosure of the mort­or any proceeding plaintiffs’

whichon the ground upon rely.gage they
Motion denied.
■J.,Stanley, did not sit: the others concurred.

Corning&a. &a.v.Homans

cross-examination,witness on testified to conversa-having,plaintiff’sThe
defendant, defendant,the called as a bywith the. witness thetions plain-

on the of the samesubjectbe examined conversations.tiffs, may
the lawrecord, bya authorized of to bemarriage keptA of Vermontcopy

solemnized,of the before whom the wasmarriagepeaceaby justice
him, is evidence of theby competent marriage.certified

material,or intent with which an act is done is thethe purposeWhen
bemaythe act of as to hisinquired purpose.performingperson

made counsel to his client in thebyof fact absence of theStatements
evidence.competentare notpartyadverse

inof law evidence which isexcludingis no error cumula-merelyThere
immaterial evidence.othertive of

Equity, theto annulin which the de-Bill proceedings by
elected officersof adeclared towere corporation,fendants enjoin

officers,for the books,as of thefrom andthem anacting delivery
Decree for the was reservedplaintiffs. butNothingaccounting.

to certain evidence at thethe defendants’ theexceptions hearing,
to which in thesufficiently appearfacts relating opinion.

Parsons,and Aldrich for theBingham, plaintiffs.Carpenter,

Jordan, Fletcher, Bemick,LaddDrew andBay, Dudley$ Sf
for the defendants.Shurtleff,
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Allen, The bill in that theJ. at anequity alleges plaintiffs,
of the Connecticut River and Lake Im-annual meeting Upper

were chosen officers of theCompany, legally corpora-provement
tion, elected,but that the defendants were declared andwrongfully

ofin the records and of theare possession property corporation,
decrees theand for election cancel-prays annulling proceedings,

ofcertain stock held the defendantsshares and toling by alleged
issued,have been the defendants from act-fraudulently enjoining

officers,as of recordsa the anding compelling delivery property
officers,the to the andefendants and theby accountingproper by

adefendants. After the court found for thehearing plaintiffs,
that should be asand decrees entered for.prayed

At the the defendants’ the defendanthearing, against objection,
was called as a witness the and testified toCorning by plaintiffs,

Pearce,conversations with in which the latter to hisproposed buy
stock, about of which there wassome a as to tohis title itdispute
and to sell. Pearce had before testified for theright plaintiffs,

onand cross-examination had been of in to theinquired regard
same conversations.

There no error inwas the examination ofpermitting Corning
L., 228,the adverse him as a witness.by G. c.party’s 8.15.calling

Pearce testified in tocross-examination a conversationhaving with
and its wasCorning subject, examined theCorning properly by
on the sameplaintiffs subject.

The a Vermont,of record of a incopy before amarriage justice
there, himself, was,of the attestedpeace to the defend­by subject

ants’ introduced as evidence of theexception, Themarriage. copy
was Vt.,evidence the law ofcompetent Vermont. Gen. St.by

69, 11,c. ss. 13. of authorizedRegisters law to bemarriage, by
officer,akept are andby particular a certi­public registers, copy

fied entries,the officer the andby law entrustedmaking withby
their is evidence of what thecustody, competent record contains.

Evid., 485; Banks,1 Greenl. 101,ss. 484. 109;Woodsv. 14 N. H.
152, 167—169;Pickard v. 26 N. H.Bailey, v.rguson Clifford, 37Fe­

86,H.N. 96.
Pearce was cross-examinedas to Smith’s intention to thecharge

cost of certain theimprovements upon and the defend­corporation;
ants to theobjected Smith’s ownplaintiffs’ onoffering testimony
the same If the evidence elicited fromsubject. Pearce cross-­by

material,examination was it was to of Smith him­proper inquire
;self about the same matter and which Smith had inany purpose

to the cost of theregard who it,and should bearimprovements,
was a Graves,of 323;Graves v. H.proper subject 45 N.inquiry.

v. Taylor,Hale 45 N. H. immaterial,406. If the evidence was the
defendants could not have been Smith’sprejudiced by testimony,

theand of the court notwill be disturbed itsfinding admission.by
The defendant thattestified he heardfirst atCorning having

the trial that certificates of some shares of stock haddisputed
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oneissued, not to show tbattbe defendants were permittedbeen
fromthat he heardat thecounsel toldof their Corning hearing

of thea somethat had certificate coveringthe theypartyopposite
material, tothe fact it wasIf was competentshares.disputed

material; andit to have beenin the case showsit.show Nothing
immaterial, error in the exclusion of evi-there was no legalbeing

statement, notbe cumulative ofcould Coming’sdence that only
state-evidence to thatIt notwas competent supportmaterial.

be-it that notnot follow fromment, it would Corning mightfor
wasthe same The evidenceheard fact.the havefore hearing

to his cli-inadmissible, made counselas statements bycontaining
otherof thein the absence party.ent

overruled.Exceptions

J., the others concurred.Smith, did not sit:

v. Jewell.Bellows

title, ofland, under of colorone in of colorpossession givesfromA deed
the deed is not recorded.grantee, thoughthetitle to

6, westerly Peabody“lot on the side ofland as No.describingA deed
runs,”it now givesof the road where¿fiver, run 160 rods each sideto

river, less than 160Peabody thoughland east ofof title tono color
the road.fromrods

1, 1875,conversion, of a lot andTrover, offor the March logs
west,7, on loton the andon lots and or landcut 6 adjoiningwood

FactsGrant,8, otherwise called Pinkham’s Grant.in Martin’s
referee, for theand a plaintiff.a reportfound by

which the weretitle the land onclaimed to logs1,The plaintiff
cut, claim­the werecut, under whose logsone authorityand Copp,

that all the7. The defendant claimed cuttingto 6 anded title
7, and the landtitle to 6 and6 and 7. Theon plaintiff’swas

7, so farwasthem ofof and undisputed, exceptsoutherlywesterly
Thetitle thereto adversehad by possession.as acquiredCopp

6, of of 7the of but not thatwas owner partreferee finds Copp
the were cut.from which logs

Grant, the1773, all the land from whichMartin’s embracingIn
taken, thewaswood in were byand conveyedtimber controversy

inthisThomas Martin. The grantstate to plaintiff purchased
it, title back to Martin.of and he traced his1841, took a deedand

halfto Pinkham a tract of landDanielthe stateIn 1824 granted
road, thea ofof the Pinkhamon each side being parta mile wide

1827,Pinkham, toto Martin. previousland grantedpreviously


