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Justices,623;N. H. the N. H.70 642. TheOpinion exemp-of
unreasonable,tion does not render the assessment and it notis

onthat other statute thatthe violatesanysuggested ground
the constitution. theof As assessment inrequirement question

unreasonable,is neither nor and as its tounequal disproportion
itself,inthe taxation of other inherent the tax mustproperty,

inhave been the their authoriza-contemplated by people special
tax, is,of in far thetion this the conclusion that so as isquestion

the of todetermined the enact a collaterallegislatureby power
1905,law, 40,inheritance tax the tax under Lawsimposed chapter

valid,is and inthe is advised to make conform-paymentexecutor
thereto. For the of a decision theofity purpose obtaining ques-

tion all the the wereto form of waived.objections proceedings

(Jasedischarged.

All concurred.

)Hillsborough,
4, 1906­Dec. .
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from,incompetent merely it differs or is inconsist-Testimony becauseis not
hearing.aat formerwith, of thestatements witnessent

presumedexception, in athat the evidence case war-it isofIn the absence
givenjury, asinstructionsa and that correct weretoits submissionranted

proof.of which there waslegal effect of the facts±o the

Equity, a the realremove cloud plaintiff’sto uponinBill
for the Trans-and verdict plaintiff.Trial jurybytitle.'estate

1906,term, courtof the byJanuary superiorfrom theferred
Peaslee, J..

a onetitle virtue of levyby againstclaimeddefendantThe
ain thewas broughtthe levy progress plaintiffWhileTuttle.

same, dismissed with-waswhich upon hearingtheto enjoinbill
At thewere involved. hearing uponTwo lotsout prejudice.

testified, otherthe plaintiff amonganfor injunction,billthe
Tuttle, and that that timelots of attheshe purchasedthatthings,

lot; that she mort-on eacherecteda house partiallywasthere
$2,600, and$1,400 and the other forlot forandhouseone:gaged

in a balanceshe each instance paidobtainedsothe moneywith
Inthethe house.and cost of completing.the purchase■dueon

thehad forthat the plaintiff paidit was allegedbillthe present
tes-in the amounts as she hadand samewayin the sameproperty
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the At trial in thistilled at former the ease she offeredhearing.
$1,400athat the cost in additionto sum tolargetestify property

did,$2,600, it in factas and that she the additional sumand paid
borrowed,which she or andfrom earned saved. Themoney

inthat her the bill ofdefendant was the smallerobjected allegation
sum. The motion to theamend bill theplaintiff’s by inserting

and hersum was allowed as to the cost wastestimonylarger
evidence,in to all of theadmitted which defendant excepted.

Perkins,A. for theCharles plaintiff.

Burbank,C. and Almon F.Osgood for theAlpheus defendant.

Parsons, J.C. The allowance of the amendment to the plain-
of intiff’s statement her case the bill is not tosubject exception.

The ofquestion justice involved is one of fact. to theObjection
ofdecision the fact the courtby does notsuperior present any
for consideration here.question

If the had admitted thatplaintiff she committed at theperjury
former such an admission would nothearing, herprevent testify­

to the truth when called asing aagain witness to the matter.
fact, ifSuch admitted or wouldproved, have affected the credibil­

the S.,ity competency 224, 26;her P. c.testimony. s.—not —of
Russell, 61 N. H. Miles,v. 354: 523,Wilson Demeritt v. 22 N. H.

528; O'Neil, 251,v. 109 N. Y. 266. So farPeople as Behr v.
Co.,4 357,Insurance Fed. citedRep. defendant,theby tends to

the objection thesupport urged against plaintiff’s thetestimony,
to be made inholding appears deference to a of thepeculiarity

of whichlaw Tennessee the concedesopinion is not the rule else­
368; Ev.,1 Gr. 210; Ev.,where. Ib. s. 525,1 s. etWig. seq.

The evidence toexcepted was Thecompetent. effect of the
evidence, to show that thetending andclaimsplaintiff’s testimony

a former occasionupon differed from or were inconsistent with
case,her claims and in this is atestimony not raisedquestion by

the taken to theexceptions allowance of the amendment, to the
herofadmissibility astestimony now or to hergiven, competency

as a witness. It must be assumed that the whole evidence pre-
sented matter lor theproperly and that it wasjury, submitted to
them correctwith instructions as theto ofeffect thelegal facts
of there was noproof,[which been takenexception having on
either point.

overruled.Fxceqotiom

All concurred.


