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of in case areThe causes action this notBellows, J.
to ansame; there is in the counts showthe nothing

ison the the want ofbut, identityidentity; contrary,
aliunde,it thatNor does the counts forshown. appear,

had received andand weremoney money paid, designed
the labor;the to embrace claim for work andby pleader

and if it did we should not beso inclined toappear, hold,
the cases in that theupon adjudged New-Hampshire,

amendment be made.could
There are cases therewhere is on the face ofnothing

the count that indicates the cause of action whichoriginal
is to be introduced the andamendment, still,proposed by
as it not someis in in whichwholly inappropriate, aspects
the new viewed,claim be the amendment will bemay

theadmitted, upon establishing asideidentity by proof,
from what on facethe of the counts. But whereappears
the new matter offered is asinconsistent, in thewholly
suit cases do notus,before the authorize the amendment.

9Perkins,v. 488­;Goddard N. H. Melvinv. 12 H.Smith, N.
462; v. 22Thompson 339;N. H. v. 38Phelan, Hall Dodge,

H. 352.N.
The amendment bemust, therefore, rejected.

State v. Otis.

113,of sec.provisions relating personsThe the Bevised Statutes to(ch. 9),
“ street,any alley publicfound drunk in or other place,” repealedwere

1855, 1658,by subsequent provision of ch. concerningthe (Laws 9)sec.
“ street,a ofpersons any highway,found in state intoxication in court-

town-house,house, buildingor other orpublic place,” and the latter
by 1860, 2371,provision repealed the enactment of ch.was (Laws 1),sec.

“ no personthat be or imprisonedshall fined for drunkenness except
as a common drunkard.”


