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ofbe rightcompetent, is to plaintiff’sshow an of theextinguishment
wasaction; itand we for whichinfer that the onlywas purpose

onoffered. For that the pleadingsit was not admissible onpurpose,
com­which thethe aftercase was arisingtried. Matter of defence

theonmencement actionof an in of theaction cannot be barproved
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verdict.on theJudgment
Stanley, J., did not sit.
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aupon party’sThe Massachusettsmere fact that come fromwitnesses
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theyof whichthe paymentthat fees withoutare to have the doublethey
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in the bill ofa trial is allowedin ofdinary incurred the courseexpenses
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inis allowedin course of a trialextraordinary incurred theexpenses
the bill of reasonable.costs as court at the trial deemthe term
Gen. c.St., s. 2.250,

discharged.Case
Allen, J., did not sit.

Spalding.Adm'x, v.Gray,

There is no common-law toliability support parents.needy
The statute town, relievinga that its of suchempowering dutyperforms

parents, children,to enforce the of does not author-thestatutory liability
ize a volunteer to enforce it.

Assumpsit. The the whether the defend-court reserved question
ant could be held his inliable if the facts were that mother stood
need of relief, defendant,the of sufficient andability, neglectedbeing
refused to maintain her withher, the intestateplaintiff’s supplied
necessaries, and to fur-there was no actual of the defendantrequest

them,nish and no that furnished on hisbeunderstanding they might
credit, or that he would for them.pay
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Doe, J.C. There is no common-law toliability support needy
them,From the natural of aparents. duty supporting request to

them with necessaries cannot be Lebanon v.supply implied. Griffin,
H. are,45 N. 558. Persons of ability by statute,sufficient liable to

maintain their inwhen need of relief. Butparents standing the stat­
town,a thatute its ofempowering performs suchduty relieving pa­

rents, to enforce the ofliability children,the does not authorize a
St.,volunteer to enforce it. ss. 10.74, 1, 8, 9,Gen. c. In the case

in the reserved notsupposed question, the defendant would be liable.

Case discharged.
notStanley, J., did sit.


