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alternative at the close of the shows that theTbe reportfinding
referee’s for the defendant was a conclusion of lawgeneral finding

fact, that, law,not of based the as matter ofand assumptionupon
terminated before the rent to be re-the lease was legally sought

error, the for thecovered occurred. This was andlegal finding
ordefendant cannot be sustained. The facts show no surrender

defendant,surrender of the store the orattempted by acceptance
not Itof it tbe and the lease was terminated.by plaintiff, legally

to thedoes not that the information Kenyonappear given by
to Mrs. and theof the sale of the stock ofplaintiff goods Kenyon,

her,the rent in future be made to was at thethat billsrequest
defendant; fact, athe and if such was the it was notrequest .of

the didsufficient notice to an end to The defendanttenancy.put
plain-not surrender the to theabandon the norpremises, possession

fixtures,tiff. Notice that he had sold his interest in the stock and
rent made to the who wasand that he wanted the bills purchaser

business, theon the was insufficient to terminate tenancycarrying
without of the to make thethe assent plaintiff. By continuing

before,sale,after notice of the therent bills to the defendant as
treated as still and the defendanttheplaintiff tenancy subsisting,

the the rent. is entitled toas with The plaintiffparty chargeable

Judgment on the report.

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

for theCross Taggart, plaintiff.&

O' for the defendant.Connor,Sulloway, Topliff &

Ex’r,Bills, v. a.Putnam &

a will that the intention of the testator wasclearly appears byitWhere
after the certain lega-his ofproperty remaining dischargeallto give

that will notnamed,to several intentionpersonssharesin equalcies
will,because, after the notmaking changetointendingbe defeated

the the residuehe form of from real tochanged per-disposition,the
estate.sonal

Equity, thefor construction of a will. Facts foundinBill
1882,28,Bills died aC. will-referee. Lucy Sept. leavingaby

1865,14, she to her two allwhereby gave daughtersdated April
“ andfurniture,household personal propertywearing apparel,her

name, nature, and to be divided be-every description, equallyof ”them; $5.00,each,$200to two and to a songrandsonstween
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rest,the residueto“And asclause as follows:awith residuary
estate, Iin realit now give,of beingremainder my property,and

Bills,son, F. myto Jabez daughters,and devise mybequeath
andPutnam, Patterson my grandson,J.M.A. Betsey'Lucy

four; and forthedividedbeP. Bills'—to amongequallyGeorge
the de-of said amongand dividing propertythe better settling

sell atvisees, executor” —“to pub-authorize andI do empower my
best, or in suchhe thinkor sale as togetherlic auction mayprivate

of which Ibest, estatethink all the real mayheas mayparcels
all funeralseized, thereoffrom the pay myanddie proceeds

atsuitable stonesdebts and erect my grave,gravejustcharges,
abovetwo asbetween daughtersdivide property mymy personal
men-mentioned, aboveto the asthe legacies personspay money

tioned, the of administering, selling,all expensesnecessarypay
of, said real estate.”anddeeding conveyingdisposing

1878,codicil, 7, the todated Jan.was a whereby legacyThere
$50, otherto and to theof was reducedone the whollygrandsons

the testatrix owned realtime the will was maderevoked. At the
$2,900, asidebut no fromworth about property,estate personal

furniture, oneand household except promissoryapparelwearing
$40. her death she sold a of hernote for about Before large part

comethe which have to thereal estate and invested proceeds,
inin notes andhands of the deposits savings-plaintiff promissory

banks.
facts, theterms of the and the refereeFrom the will foregoing
to herthe intention of the testatrix was twofound that give

Patterson,and J. allA. M. Putnam theBetseydaughters, Lucy
furniture,household and other personal propertywearing apparel,

decease, butwhich she at her not theof like nature possessed
;invested and to hershe had on hand or residuary legateesmoney

of her estate after therefrom theall the balance paying money
codicil, debts,in the will and her ofmentioned expenseslegacies

administration, etc., that the ofand held balance now inmoney
executor should be dividedhands as betweenthe equallyplaintiff’s

Putnam, Patterson,Bills,F. A. M. J. andJabez Lucy Betsey
Bills.F.George

Hoitt, for the defendants. The of theC. W. referee onfinding
First,incorrect. thethe facts was will takes effect at thepresented

ofof testatrix and not at date will. Loveren v.decease Lamprey,
434; Sohier, 133;v. 122 N. H. .Brimmer Cush. v.Wetmore

Parker, 463; 550;N. Y. v. 2152 Bostwick. Conn.Canfield
Sohier, 511;v. 63 N. H. v. N. H.37Morey Phelps,Wakefield

295; v. 45 N AtPerkins H. 453. herGeorge, decease she had
estate,$800 worth of real from thesome of whichproceeds the

andcould withexecutor thelegacies terms ofpay comply fully
not become hadthe will. It had She both realinoperative. and

estate. The will sets forth that the testatrixpersonal empowers
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the executor to sell and of the real estate from which shedispose
directs the &c.,ofmoney legacies, expenses shalladministering,

“wit,be to the seized,”real estate of whichpaid, I die andmay
then directs a division of the “as above men-personal property

this,tioned.” Can be more clear than that the tes-anything
tatrix had considered the matter of and ofselling disposing
her or lifetime,a thereof her andproperty portion thatduring
she understood and intended the real estate which she owned
at her four,decease would be divided the and not theamongst
real estate owned at the date of the ?will A testatrix is not sup-

to be of the state of herposed unless itignorant property, appears
Wallace, ;the will to be so. Wallace v. 28 N.upon H. 156 Hall

Smith, 144; Sutton,v. 61 H.N. Hotham v. 15 Ves. 328. thisBy
will there is no evidence of such but the will andignorance, by
codicil it would thethat testatrix did understand asappear fully
to her and the manner of division as intended her.property by

condition,If she did know as theto she also knew that eachby
revoked,sale her will was so far modified or and this itknowing

showed a clear intention on Hoitt,her to so revoke v.it. Hoittpart
63 N. H. 497.

date,If the will is to take effect at itsAgain: the personal prop-
divided,she then had can be anderty that which she thenonly

decease,had, but did not herat to thepossess according reasoning
referee,of the should be made to the two thusup daughters, pre-

another the same rule tosenting difficulty. Surely ought apply
;to as to real estate or at least if one of thepersonal property part

date,will takes effect from the whole ought.
“ a of the estate which the will wouldpart uponConveying

otherwise indicates a of in the testator asoperate change purpose
to that but the towill remain uncancelled evincespart, suffering
that his intention is with to otherunchanged respect property

Hoitt,or devised Hoitt v. supra,therein.”bequeathed quoting
Weston, J., Thomas,in Garter v. 4 Greenl. 344. InAgain:
Lee, 293, court, Shaw, J.,18 Pick. the thatC.app’t, suggests by

of law the alienation of real estate as a revoca-operation operates
tanto,tion of the will and such a sale awe infermaypro by

estate,of intention. A of the as before waschange part suggested,
here thus a of unless there isconveyed, showing change purpose,
some other feature in the will to overcome this. suchNo feature

referee,is the and no such at thereported by appeared hearing:
hence the referee was incorrect as to this in hispoint findings.

1878,This will amended inwas a codicil exe-dulyJanuary, by
cuted, to which no has be made. codicil is aAobjection or'could

will,to a which the will is either or re-supplement by enlarged
27,stricted. 1 Jarm. Wills n.

codicils,In a will with all the are to be takenconstruing papers
Grard,as of one instrument. v. 20 Ohiotogether Negleyparts

310; L., 21; 175;1, 174;c. s. 1G. Jarm. 1 Ex.Wills Wms.
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543; v. 1 HillFoster, Van Cortlandt 591.14 Pick. Kip,v.Haven
to be taken thencodicil are thetogether,if this will andNow

will,date of the but onback to the thebe carriedcodicil cannot
codicil;date ofdown to the themust bethe will broughtcontrary,

so, thetakenthe alsoby plaintiff beingthis positionand being
date,from its then thethat the will shall speakcorrect property

claim, of thedivided, as the deceasedwe wasbe as propertymust
concerned, as at the date ofsame, isfar as real estate codi-the so

Now, the codicil have that effect?of Doesdoes the execution.oil.
isanswer and thea will? Our reasonsit serve to yes,republish

“: kinds,is of twoare as follows Republicationfor such decision
takesConstructiveand constructive. republication placeexpress

other makes a codicil tofor some hispurposewhere a testator
will, codicil,of the if noteffect neutralizedin case thewhicli by

intention, is to theof will.”internal evidence a republishcontrary
246, internal evidence of aEx. n. Is thereWms 1. any contrary

to find such.intention? We fail
Meredith, 13,5,2 the&In Goodtitle v. M. S. concurredjudges

J., viz.,Ch.in what was said Lord “What theFllenborough,by
is, in cases,of that been settled a series ofeffect the codicil has

Crowe,Barnes v. and,with v. down toVernonAcherleybeginning
Jr.,Waller 98,in a more recent case of v. Ves.Figottlastly, [7

of these is to anThe effect all decisions tooperation thegive117].
intention,se, soand as tocodicil ofper anyindependently bring

codicil,of the willdown the will to the date the asmaking speak
date, shewn,intentionunless indeed a beof that incontrary

it will that . . . The codicilwhicli case effect. draws therepel
will,in of thewill down to its own date the terms and makesvery

in thoseit as if it had been then executed terms.” Suchoperate
courts,is decision the which at that time heldthe thatby English

from its date so as real estate was concerned,the will farspoke
to lands. In ourdid not as after ownand stateacquiredapply

this, the reasonstatute now and for itsthe surelyregulates serving
the “It isas a is all stronger. Again:republication unquestionably

it,a to andsettled that a codicil will makes it a willadding brings
Oliver,time of the codicil.” v.Murrayfrom the 6 Ired.executing

360,White,In Mooers v. 6 Johns. Ch. the court55. thatEq. say
codicil, withsee no reason the executed all the solemni-whythey

statute, ofwas not a the willties so asrepublicationrequired by
devises, if had beento effect to the as mentionedequally theygive

Duncan, 365, 366,In Duncan v. 23 111. thein the codicil. court
codicil thethat the of the establishes will withoutheld fur-proof

Jacobs,J., 68,in Hosea v. 98 Mass. inther Gray, discuss-proof.
codicil, a codicil ratifies andthe execution of a confirmssaysing

will, if it had beenand it the same effect as writtenthe andgives
codicil, and citesthe date of the Brimmer v. Sohier,executed at

133, Foster,v. 14 Pick. 534. In the1 Cush. and Haven latter case
codicil iscourt that the execution of a athe ofsay republication
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will, so asthe in effect to the will,codicil with theincorporate
and to such combined instrument thegive same effect as if exe-
cuted at the date of the codicil.

J.,Field, C. in 302,v. 18 Cal.Payne Payne, decides that the
will and codicil are to be considered as instrument,one and speak-

from the date of the codicil and not ofing the will. Lumpkin,
J., Shewmake,in 156,C. Jones v. 35 Ga. the codicilsays repub-

will,lishes the and the effect of such is torepublication bring
codicil,down the will to the date of the toand make the will and

“codicil as of the date of the codicil.speak A codicil is a repub-
lication and of soratification much of the will as it does notprior

Grould,J., Simmons,inrevoke.” Simmons v. 26 Barb. 75.
I add that the doctrine of is inmight therepublication given

land,text books as established the courts of the as 1fully by
Ex.Wms. 251 sets down that a codicil will amount to a re-

refers,of the to which itwill whether it bepublication annexed
not,or or be orto the will be not ofexpressly confirmatory

is,it; law,for codicil in construction of of a man’severy part
will, it be described in such not,whether so codicil or and as such

offurnishes conclusive evidence the testator’s his willconsidering
“ short,then In the will soas is a new will.”existing. republished

Ex. the255. From1 Wms. it would seemforegoing quotation,
execution of the codicil will,that the served to the andrepublish

to testator,the is not date from the deathif will of the it can
no further back than the date of the codicil.surely go

will,must be considered then as aIt new and date ofbearing
7, e.,1878, i. the date of the codicil. If it isJanuary republished

will,to be treated as a new thenand is of course the property
thenbe treated as claim ofmust theexisting, plaintiff being—the

the will is to take effect fromcorrect that its date (here January,
concede,we do notwhich the1878), wouldpoint property—and
viz.,itas we claimbe divided to theought, twopersonal property

real estate to the fourand heirs. Anotherdaughters, consequence
will considereda as a new ofof will the date ofbeingrepublished

is, its isthat extended tooperation whichrepublication subjects
its date and 257;have arisen between 1 Wms. Ex.republication.

Sohier, 118; Foster,1 534;Cush. Haven v.Brimmer v. 14 Pick.
481;3 C. Shewmake,Musser v. Wash. C. Jones vt 35Curry, Ga.

216;151; Bell, 46 Ala. Chouteau,Barker v.v. 14 Mo.Harvy
587.

Wallace, court,for the The in aM. number of re­plaintiff.R.
decisions, that the of aholds will is the ascer­interpretationcent

intention, andtestator’s that this is aof the ofquestiontainment
the natural ofbe determined evi­fact, to by weight competent
and technical rules.dence, not artificial Bice v.and by Society,

Bartlett,198; 511;197, Brown v. 58 N. H.H. KimballN. v.56
273; Nutter,H. Bodwell v. 63 N.Lancaster, 60 N. H. 448. In
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found,referee has from all the evidence tocase the presentedthis
him, inthe intention of this testatrix this will was. No ob­what

trial, now,or is to theraised at the raisedwas competencyjection
referee, then,the evidence heard.of The fromof havingany

fact,evidence found this of the testatrix’squestioncompetent
intention, the same to the court in hisand having reported report,

not that end the matter ? of law isdoes What therequestionwhy
in this under thesecan there be raised case circumstances ?or

not,is it like other case where a of fact isanyWhy question
involved, when a tribunal has evidenceproper1 upon competent

court,the end of the wholedecided that matter? Thequestion,
term,the law does not decide of fact. Fullerat v. Bai­questions

Smith, 125;71;N. H. 58 N. H.58 v. Whitcher v.ley, Lefavor
91;Dexter, 562;61 N. H. v. 59 N. H.Gutting Hall v.Tappan,

Nelson, N. H. should a59 573. different rule be inWhy adopted
?this case

testatrix,It is claimed that the ofby subsequently selling part
will,she the timethe real estate owned at she made this indicated

in her intention in to the ofa thatregard muchchange disposition
will;of her under this that she did not wish to have itproperty

clause,urder the and itthat indicates anresiduary intentionpass
; that,her to revoke the will inon tanto order topart pro sustain

decision,the referee’s it is to considernecessary personal property
is,estate, thereal treat of this real estateproceeds sold by—that

testatrix of her estate,the after the will as real inmaking order
itto have of under the last clause of the will. Idisposed think

defendants in error inthe are this treatposition. this mat-They
ter as there was a devise estate,of realthough orspecific as

the last clause of the will was ofthough incapable ofdisposing
so,but real estate. If that were thereanything be somemight

for their But when we see there is noground position. specific
estate,devise of real and that will,the last clause of the instead

estate,of restricted to of real is abeing disposing resid-sweeping
clause, of of both anduary capable disposing realpersonal estate,

this whole is at once of. Theobjection disposed ofconveying part
of the real estate the testatrix after the ofby the will,making

will,such a clausewith as is in this doesresiduary not indicate
of intention on her in tocha,nge theany part regard disposition by

will of theher of the real estate soproceeds Norconveyed. does
it indicate tanto,the revocation of her will becausepro she was

that estate,aware the of this realperfectly proceeds inbeing per-
sonal could as well under thisproperty, pass equally residuary

as the realclause estate itself. For the same reason it is not
to treat the estate,of this real thusnecessary proceeds conveyed,

estate,real inas order to sustain the referee’s decision.
is,Another of the defendants that theposition ofmaking the

7, 1878,codicil twelve or thirteen afterJanuary years the making
will,theof and after most of the real estate which the testatrix
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ofat the date the will was converted into personalowned property,
date,will as of and so makes it certainthe that thatrepublished

underwould to the the firstthis daughtersproperty gopersonal
that the first clause of theof the will. Our willclause position,

to of furniture and andintendedwas dispose wearing apparel,only
nature, that theof like and termsgeneralother personal property

first clause limited in their toin this are articlesused meaning
we have heretoforethe reasons for whichgeneris, pre-ejusdem

correct,brief, thisin this if removes objection.sented
intention,will theof theThe republishes originalrepublication

furniture,and andto her articleswhich was wearing apparelgive
clause,to the first and allnature herof that daughters, byonly,

both real and to herresidue of her personal, equallythe property,
theclause. It would not make words usedheirs the residuaryby

“ estate,”in realclause it now and whichthe beingin residuary
will,estate at the date of theof herwere speaksimply descriptive

in’the codicil. The word “now” a will -refersthe date ofas of
existed at the date theto matters and as oftheythingsexpressly '3,318; 380, ss.1 Redf. Wills1 Jarm. Wills 7.will.

arisesClark, in this case from aJ. The inquestion change
execution of the will.the after the Thereofthe condition property

of thein the relations testatrixof andevidence changeis no any
indicate or account for an intentionto on herthe residuary legatees

of her betweenthe them.propertyto change apportionmentpart
in distribution isof its furnishedof aevidence change purposeThe

a of her realfact of a sale of estatethe large portion bybysolely
testatrix, her will to remain It isand notunchanged.allowingthe

testatrix, cause,the withoutbelieve thattoreasonable intentionally
of her so as to reducethe property materiallydispositionchanged

to one fourthtwo of the of theof legateesthe shares residuary
will, was,the as the then withfor apropertyamount byprovided

of the otherto the shares two. The ab-increasecorresponding
evidence,, motive for thea ofchanging operationof showingsence

theis evidencethe whetherupon questionproperty,the will upon
the testatrix.intendedwas bychangeany

thethat the testatrix understood terms andbe assumedis toIt
effect when it wasthe will and their executed.of legalconditions

time,atto the that show an inten-propertyIts appliedprovisions,
of it between the fourthe bulk equally residuaryto dividetion

Her then consisted ofin the will. realpropertynamedlegatees
dollars;of hundred hervaluethe twenty-nine wearingofestate

furniture, like which she was thenandhousehold property,apparel,
life; and a note a son-in-lawfor abouther againstin dailyusing

that the house-willThe provides wearing apparel,dollars.forty
furniture, name,of nature andand everypersonal propertyhold

divided between the two thatbe daughters;equallydescription,
be tohundred dollars each twotwo paid grandsons,oflegacies
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son; the rest of thenominal to a and that itand a legacy property,
estate,in be divided between thereal twonow equallybeing

the and a the salesubsequentplaintiff, grandson. Bydaughters,
of the estate it was converted intoreal es-of a part personallarge

thetate, transferred from of the residu-and operationconsequently
to the to the unless theclause wordsspecial bequest daughters,ary

“ used toas in the the arebequestproperty,” daughters,personal
as used in a and restrictedunderstood sense. The determi-special

of the raised the tonation construction bequestion depends upon
the theto If is sus-phrase “personal property.” languagegiven

construction,of more than one in what did thesense testa-ceptible
it ?trix use

of a will is the ascertainment of theThe testator’sinterpretation
That intention is not from theintention. words ofgathered only

construction, butthe clause under as well from the lan-particular
will,the from the relations of theof whole testator to theguage

who are the of his and fromobjects bounty,persons surrounding
Kennard, 303,63circumstances. Kennard v. N. H. 310. But

rules,to be derived from a tolittle aid is resort formal or a consid-
of determinations in other caseseration judicial similar.apparently

in theIt is a each case of reasonable ofquestion interpretation the
will,of the with the view ofwords particular ascertaining through

the testator’s intention. Robisontheir v. Portlandmeaning Orphan
;702, Executrix,Bosley's123 U. S. v.707 14Asylum, Bosley How.

390, 397.
“termThe in its broadestpersonal property,” legal signification,

includes the of not land oreverything subject ownership being an
land, chattels, notes, bonds,ininterest as stocks,goods, money, and

inchoses action In andthegenerally. ordinary under-popular
however, it is inused a more restrictedstanding, frequently sense,

as and chattels and suchgoodsincluding only, embracing movable
use,and as are the of andtangible itthings subjects personal is at

doubtful theleast whether term ispersonal property un-generally
notes,toderstood include choses inand Inaction. itsmoney, pop-

chattels,ular it is to andmeaning goods itcommonly applied is
used insometimes wills with similar as where aimport, testator
to his wife “five inhundred dollarsbequeathed personal property

Wallace,such as she select.” 23 H.Wallace v. N.may 149.
The will furnished evidence that the testatrix understood and”“termused the in this restricted sense.personal property The

“of the to the is allbequestlanguage daughters my wearing ap-
furniture,household and ofparel, personal property name,every

and wills,nature In the ofconstructiondescription.” as well as
statutes, when certain enumerated,are and a morethings general

enumeration,is with the thatdescription coupled description is
understood to cover of a like kindcommonly withthingsonly those

enumerated. This is because it is the testator hadpresumed only
of that class in mind. Hilton,v. 591,Given 95 U. S.things 598.
VOL. LXIV. 38
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tbe words inrule construction tbethis of personal propertyBy
to beto are asthe interpreted embracing onlydaughtersbequest

Benton,v.with those enumerated. Benton 63of like kindthings
was tothe intended embraceH. 289. IfN. language everything

estate, the enumeration of the andthe real wearing apparelexcept
was Afurniture similar construction wassuperfluous.household

Johnson, 364, casev. 3 Allen ain Dole resemblingstronglyadopted
“the wasbar, where the of allcase at language mybequestthe

furniture, all restand the and residuewearing apparel,household
itand was held not to includeproperty,” money,of personalmy

securities, or evidences ofstocks, debt.
“is, rest,toof the clause And as thelanguage residuaryThe

estate,inof it now realand remainder beinginy property,residue
“. of the in es-. .” The use it now realphrase beingI give

as of the whichis being descriptive property uponsignificanttate”
understood the was tothen clausetestatrix residuary operate,the

her intention that the which was thenas emphasizing propertyand
dividedshould be the fourequally among leg-estate residuaryreal

theform or condition be when will tookatees, itswhatever might
“ it now inwords real estate” abeingThe carry sugges-effect.

be inthat the not real estatea mightof possibility propertytion
decease,at and show that shewill became herthe operativewhen

that the ofunderstand personal property anynot by bequestdid
then estate in event be included.what was real wouldof anypart

the that testa-was consistent in view theof thisuse languageThe
to the herthe as includingbequest daughters onlyunderstoodtrix

furniture, sheand articles of like kind whichapparel,wearing
It was andher decease.have at unnecessary meaninglessmight

the to to in-and intended theunderstood bequest daughtersif she
but the real estate.everythingclude

executor,the the for betterof will theauthorizingThe provision
devisees, allof the the to selland dividing property amongsettling

seized,the testatrix fromof which die andestate mightrealthe
debts,the funeral and erect suitableto pay chargesthe proceeds

“ between twodivide mymy personal property daugh-grave-stones,
mentioned,” the to theabove money legaciesas pay personsters

administration, furnishes evidence thatnamed, the ofand expenses
the tothat be dividedunderstood personal propertythe testratrix

the andthe includedtwo daughters only wearing apparelbetween
furniture, It thisof like character. is evident fromand goods

testatrix intended understood thatthat the andin the willclause
thatshould receive not land but money,residuary legateesthe and

sale, notestate, into a wouldwhen converted moneyreal bythe
of theunder thethe personalto two daughters special bequestpass

to them.property
will, the of theof the considered inwhole lightThe language

made,it the condition of thewhich wasunder prop-circumstances
the and the resid-testatrixthe relations betweenexistinganderty,



June, CHAMBERLAIN v. LYNDEBOROUGH. 5631888.]

”“indicates that the term waslegatees, personal propertynary
used the testatrix in the to the asby bequest daughters embracing

and chattels and not as and choses inonly, includinggoods money
In this viewthe sale and conversion of the realaction. estate into

did not theaffect of the under the will.money disposition property
It is that there is no for courtthe in thissuggested question

case; thethat of a will the ascertainment ofinterpretation being
intention, fact,isthe testator’s which a of and the inten-question

referee,tion of the testatrix found a the court at the lawbeing by
term will not into the correctness of the Ordi-inquire findings.

term,notof fact are considered at the law but thequestionsnarily
fact of a testator’s isintention ascertained the ofby interpretation

circumstances,will in the of thethe and the con-light surrounding
law,struction of instruments awritten ofbeing ordinarily question

the of the is thereferee revisable court. The resultfinding by
referee,reached the that the now in theby handsmoney remaining

or the executor should be divided between the four residu-equally
is sustained.ary legatees,

Decree accordingly.

Allen, J., did not otherssit: the concurred.

Lyndeborough &Chamberlain & a. v. a.

A bill in for toby tax-payers an theequity injunction prevent use of the
town’s to assist anmoney company in theartillery erection of a build-

to be used for aning as well as for certainarmory, town purposes,
comes too late if not until and abegun two half months after the vote
of the town such whenauthorizing itappropriation, appears that in
the meantime the oferection the has beenbuilding commenced.

Equity,Bill in certain of forby tax-payers anLyndeborough,
to the use of to theinjunction prevent townmoney tobelonging

assist the inLafayette aArtillery toCompany erecting bebuilding
used them for an and the town forby certainarmory, by specified

theAt annual held 31, 1888,Marchpurposes. undermeeting, a
suitable article in the warrant for that the townpurpose, voted
“ $2,000to raise and to assist theappropriate Lafayette Artillery

in an saidCompany tobuilding armory containbuilding, building
a vault for the safe of town records and valuables,otherkeeping a

room, and a hall.” Itlibrary wasreading-room, public further
“voted that the five,committee be ofbuilding threecomposed for

the town and two for the and threeartillery company,” persons
were chosen to that office theon of the town. Apart tax was


