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this aver-the issueand move that onby prescription,highway
the the commissioners..tried toment be before petitionsending

for theFaulkner, plaintiffs.Batchelder'

for the defendants.Abbott,T.John

made, allisJ. “If no sufficientCarpenter, objection peti-
be referred to the com-countyto shalltions relating highways

68, the issueP. a trial ofIf,e. s. 5.S., upon-missioners.”
theit be found that new highwaythe shouldanswer,raised by

aone,an old the would be sufficient objectionover findingis laid
the to the commissioners. The plaintiffspetitionto sending

H.Somersworth,v. 10 N.(Fiercenobe entitled towould damages
bebe If it foundand their would dismissed. shouldpetition369),

laid,isno the new onethere was whereexisting highwaythat
the returnmust the Onbe referred to commissioners.petitionthe

to, to-and in orderthe would be entitledtheirof report plaintiffs
S.,P.another trial.have,their be torights might obligedobtain

and de-the68, s. thus be to expense10. They subjectedc. might
ofone would suffice. What method pro-of two trials wherelay

mostwill bethe trial the several issuesin of presentedcedure
áisleast to theandconvenient, parties,expeditious, expensive '

v.term. Owenfact determined at the trialof to bequestion
Weston, H.63 N. 599.

discharged.Case
All concurred.

Cheshire,
Dec., 1894.

State v. Hitchcock.

registeredto aperson claimingthe of an a beUpon againsttrial indictment
sale, inspirituous liquorfor for the offerkeepingpharmacist illegally

properlyof used in certain medicines wasadvertisingevidence hand-bills.
that liquorof or offer anyin the absence the of evidencerejected, evidence

compoundingused in them.was

for sale.Indictment, for spirituous liquorillegally keeping
introducedThe defendantTrial Verdict ofby jury. guilty.

atshow that he aevidence to wastending pharmacistregistered
committed.time and it was the offence wasthe place alleged

askinds,differentHe also in evidence five hand-bills ofoffered
of advertís-those distributed him for theofsamples by purpose
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Hecertain remedies. offered no evidence that he had useding
in medicines, nor what the con-spirituous liquors compounding

the medicines named in thestituent of hand-bills were.properties
The evidence and thewas defendantrejected, excepted.

CharlesM. for the state.Mersey,solicitor,

theMadden, for defendant.Joseph

Wallace, J. The at issue was whether the defend-question
keptant salefor On that itspirituous liquor illegally. question

was for him that theto show he was withproper chargedliquor
for sale was him a inaskeeping kept by pharmacist compound-

But his offer to inmedicines. introduce evidenceing hand-bills,
as of those distributed him in certainsamples by advertising
medicines, was in the absence of evidenceproperly rejected, any
or the offer of evidence into that was usedshowany liquor

those medicines.compounding

overruled.jExceptions

did theClark, J., not sit: others concurred.

Sullivan,
Dec., 1894.

Allen & a. v. Bidwell a.&

An ofact tlie alegislature dividing taxingtown school-district into two dis-
tricts, each,for separatethe maintenance of in is uncon-schoolhouses not
stitutional.

Petition, for the abatement of taxes inassessed 1894 theby
■selectmenof Charlestown. Pacts areTheagreed. plaintiffs

which,in the north of the town, totaxpayers part 1885,prior
7,school districts numberedcomprised and 12. At the5, 6,

annual school 1894,of the town district in it votedwasmeeting
to build two innew schoolhouses the south the town atofpart
an $6,500.of Hnder this the selectmenvoteaggregate expense
assessed a tax the entire town district. Theupon plaintiffs,

to be from the of the tax virtue ofclaiming exempt payment by
Laws208, 1889, the forchapter to selectmenseasonably applied

an which was refused.abatement,


