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J. In his suit the district theCarpenter, C. against plaintiff
are notschool districts liable forfailed because orwages paid

to v.furnished teachers. Wheeler Alton School Dis­for board
which,H. This action is the townN. 540.trict, 66 against

district, awith the school is andcoterminous distinctthough
District,v. H.68 N. 528. Theorganization. Sargentseparate

that his can be maintaineddoes not claim action unlessplaintiff
—— the of Alton are made liabletown virtuebythe defendants

raisevote in to -to the de­payof their 1895 money plaintiff’s
itself anA town cannot vote make liable to action onbymand.

is nora which it neither boundequitably legallydemand to sati­
164;H. v.v. 59 N. Cole 97 Mass.Landaff, Bedford,Bowlessfy.

note; Colchester,v. 33 AllUsher Conn. 567. raisedmoney326,
must be over thea for school to schoolpaidtown purposesby

aunderwho are alone forboard, heavyresponsible, penalty,
1,c. ss.S., 88, 4,P. Towns2, 3,its lawful 7.expenditure.

that raised them forto schoolsrequire money byhave no power
Theto ofshall applied any special purpose.be appropriation

rests with the school board.exclusivelythe school money
12; 12; 92,s. c.88, 90,c. ss. 1-14. The ut­2, 7,c. ss.S.,P.

vote,to the of the ineffect that can be defendantsmost given
assess, collect,the selectmen to andis to authorize pay1895

in addition to thethe school amountboard, requiredover to by
the amount the thebya sum to tolaw, paid plaintiffequal

teacher.
theJudgment for defendants.

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

Belknap,
June, 1896.

v. Hart.Hart

be,as a cause ofcruelty divorce there must as matterextremeTo constitute
law, actual or andbodily injury, reasonablydirect either threatened toof
apprehended.be

eor on the of extremeDivorce, cruelty. FactsgroundLibel
The libel violence;the court.by but,found alleged personal

this was sustained theas libelant’s itevidence,so far charge by
Theto have been condoned. libel andalleged,appeared

tended to theevidence that libeleethe libelant’s prove,
as to the libelant’s maritaldestroyso behaved whollyhad peace

shethat on divers occasions had addressed himand happiness;
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In both offensive and andvexatious, the use suchoflanguage
hadtoward him been her and. habitualcustomarylanguage

; atthat different times she had himaccused of maritalpractice
ofand and to herinfidelity contracted a certainhaving imparted

disease,venereal which accusations she were andknew false
shefoundation;without that had told him she him,hated that

dead,heshe wished was that she would shehim, thatpoison
take his life. Therewould was no or thatevidenceallegation

ofthe theconduct libelant’s or en-complained injured health
thathis or he had ofreason, fear from thedangered any injury

libelee.
of theAt the close libelant’s the on motionevidence, court,

libelee,of dismissed the onthe libel the factsthat theground
not,did as matter of law, constitute extremeproved cruelty,

and the libelant excepted.

for theJewell, Stone, Martin,Owen plaintiff’.

Jewett the defendant.Plummer, for

Blodgett, J. To constitute extreme as a of di­causecruelty
vorce, there must as matter ofbe, law, direct injury,bodily
cither actual or threatened and betoreasonably apprehended.
Robinsonv. N. H.Robinson, 600, 607,66 608.

In the case these essentials arepresent Thewholly lacking.
act of isonly personal violence to havefound been con­alleged

doned, and there is no reasonable of itsapprehension repetition,
or of other harm. Inany a word, the most favor­bodily giving
able construction for the suchplaintiff, of the acts and conduct

of ascomplained are to farconsideration fall short of estab­open
within thelishing legal as construedcruelty statutory meaning

in this jurisdiction. Robinsonv. Robinson, Jenness v. Jen­supra;
ness, 60 H.N. 211.

Exceptionoverruled.

Parsons, didJ., not sit: the others concurred.


