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Hillsborough,
June, 1899.

v.White Dearborn & a.

Exceptions,Bill on to an order of -the court thedenying
for amotion continuance.plaintiff’s

Pease,B. Atherton and Bertis A. for theHenry plaintiff.

Hamblett,J. theCharles for defendants.

Young, J. isNo of law raisedquestion the billby plaintiff’s
-of The for a amotion continuance raised ofexceptions. question
fact, all are forand such the trialquestions term. Clark v.

N. 693.62 H.Clough,
overruled.Exception

Peaslee, J., did not thesit: others concurred.

Grafton,
June, 1899.

v.Carr Adams.

Equity,Bill in for the determination of confused and uncer-
tain boundaries between the At theparties. term, 1899,trialMay
the moveddefendant that the beplaintiff underrequired, the

court,26th ofrule to afile witness,taken him ofdeposition aby
not a inparty, Massachusetts. Theresiding court granted the
motion and ordered the to be fileddeposition June 10by of that

Theyear. andplaintiff filed aexcepted, duly bill of exceptions,
the thatupon theground was hisdeposition private andproperty

to his ownsubject exclusive use and untilcustody he elected to
it,use and not to besubject ordered on file or input ofcustody

the court.

Batchellor,Bingham,,Mitchell & Dearborn & Chase, Brew,and Jordan
& for theBuckley, plaintiff.

Lewis and Adams,W.Eling Burleigh & for the defendant.

“Blodgett, C. J. toUpon court,motion the the depositions
which either to onparty use the trialproposes are to be filed with
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is no are toclerk; and, depositionsafter motionsuck granted,the
Court,Rulesthus filed.” of No.which aretliosebe used except

to time rules and ordersfrom time establish26. “The court may
laws, for andconductingwith the regulat-consistentof practice,

204,S., c. s. 5. The lias pointedP. plaintiffbusiness.”itsing
laws, andthe rule and the nonebetween•out no inconsistency

exists.
therule, the court had the to makethe powerBut aside from

“ as a incident toof have powers,Courts necessaryorder. justice
in theto make such orders relation totheir general jurisdiction,

ofare to thebefore them as progresscases necessarypending
Foster, 42Demingof business.” v.the and thecases dispatch

the “that court165, of law is the mayN. H. The178. theory
case, time,from time mayin each to as justicemake orderssuch

ofand whether thejustice makingrequire” required179);(11.
of, a oforder was manifestly questionthe complainedparticular

thefact determination of presidingfor the exclusive justice.

overruled.Exceptions

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

Merrimack,
Dec., 1899.

Brown, Ex’r, v. a.Brown &

Equity, the executor of the will ofBiel tn Lurana C.by
in the execution of his trust.Brown, direction Factsfor agreed.

trust,inof the remainder of theclause estateAfter a disposing
“ And it is wishas follows: that the realmythe will provides

in saidNorth Main street Concord be... on retained byestate
ofthe investment the of said trustprincipalexecutor as so longmy

ain judiciousbe administration ofas the same may expedient my
asks if he has under thisestate.” The executor authority provi-

estate to raise toreal debts.sion to this money paymortgage

Stevens, executor.theLeach for&

Defendants, se.pro

of the will does not authorize the ox-Pike, J. The provision
real estate. The testatrix’s wish that cer-the•ecutor to mortgage

“ the beretained so as samelong maytain real estate be expedí-


