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andof witnesses after their arrivalfortime the examinationmore
trial, a motion for more time shouldof thethebefore resumption

Itmade, the usual in such cases.tobeen practicehave according
an fortime fixed orderthat at the by begin-happensfrequently

is needed for thantrial more timeor a preparationresumingning
order Thethe was made.to be whenwas necessarysupposed
motion is no cause forto the usualof the makefailure plaintiff

thatnot the easethe It is alleged plaintiff’sreversing judgment.
had forif more time been obtainedhave beenwoidd strengthened
It is thatsaid hisof his witnesses.a examination onlyprevious ” ““ did not asone of themcounsel is convinced that testify fully

this a for a new trialas done.” To make groundhe should have
verdict. notthe value of a It does ap-would justgreatly impair

50th The defencewas the rule.how the affected bypear plaintiff
of wit-all the thean testimony plaintiff’sagreed boundary,being

nesses was rebutting.
overruled.Exceptions

JJ.,Carpenter, did the concurred.and not sit: othersAllen

December,[Grafton, 1886.]

v.Chase Barnard.

Issue, lor determination of a ofthe right homestead.

Bingham, J. The wife is entitled to a homestead. The legal
in the was decided in Nichols,case Nicholsv. H.question 62 N.

which is affirmed.

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

B. French, for theG. plaintiff.

Barnard,D. for the defendant.

June,[Hillsborough, 1887.]

Sawyer && Trs., a.,Abbott Smithv. claimants.

Bingham, The sum due theJ. defendant for his labor at the
of the service of the writdate was less than dollars.twenty

It does not that the claim on thewhich suit isappear founded is
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for necessaries. The trustees are not of thechargeable, regardless
of the of L., 249,thequestion G . c. s. 40.validity assignment.

overruled.Exceptions
J.,Doe, Smith, J.,absent;C. was did not sit: the others con-

curred.

Prescott, for theOsgood plaintiff.&

Andrews,J. H. for the claimants.

December,[Strafford, 1887.]

Rafferty v. Drew.

Case. The cause of action set forth in the declaration was sub-
the insame as Perhins,Merrill v.stantially 59 N. H. 343. The

overruled,defendant’s demurrer was and he Theexcepted. plain-
tiff to the that sheexcepted wasruling entitled to for nodamages

to her health caused herinjury inby thenegligently remaining
defendant’s house after it became uninhabitable.

Doe, C. J. No is made to sustainattempt either of the excep-
tions, and no error appears.

Case discharged.
Dodge for theCaverly, plaintiff.&

Kivel,J. for the defendant.

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

December,[Sullivan, 1887.]

Loverin a. v. School-District.&

Equity.In 64 N.Reported H. 102.

Wait, for theA. S. plaintiffs.

Doe, C. TheJ. school-houselot been to Dis-having conveyed
3,No. and thetrict district for it and builtpaid ahaving school-

it,house anupon ainjunction house there atagainst thebuilding
district’s would not theexpense accomplish plaintiffs’ purpose.
There is a for a decreeprayer the selectmen to assessrequiring a
tax on District No. 3 for a house on anotherbuilding lot which


