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trict. The is in the hands ofproperty given placed three trustees?
“who shall have the of said for the benefitmanagement property
of said district.” The trustees ask the advice of the court whether
the of the inincome their hands forproperty schoolapplicable pur­

is for the benefit of the Enfieldposes town school districtpayable
constituted,as now another district of the town been incor­having
with the death,town district since theporated testator’s and

whether there is distinction as to the ofany thatapplication
before and thatportion acquired since the union of the two

districts.
The trust the trustees relates theimposed toupon only manage-

ment of the The of the town schoolproperty. identity district
was not lost in it of additionalby incorporation As noterritory.
trust was the trustees as to theimposed upon of theexpenditure

district,income available for school for the ofbenefit thepurposes
their trust will be to the named—discharged by payment legatee
the Enfield town school district —of the sums realized theirfrom

of the which are formanagement property available school pur-
poses.

Casedischarged.

Coos,
3, 1910.March

State rel. v. Drew.(ex O’Connor)

Corpus.Habeas The writ was and the waspetitioner.issued
term,the court atbefore the 1909.brought April Upon hearing,

the court ordered the remanded. Anpetitioner(Plummer, J.)
allowed,to the order was and the admittedexception topetitioner

bail its determination.pending
term, 1908, court,At the of the theApril superior petitioner

15, 112, Statutes,was indicted for section Publicviolating chapter
term, 1908,and at the was found a trialSeptember guilty upon

$25The court a fine andof costs and orderedby jury. imposed
inthat'the be confined for At thepetitioner solici-jail sixty days.

“anditation the itof was further ordered thatrequest petitioner,
sentence be mittimus to onissue call of solicitor.”jail suspended,

June, 1909,called inThe solicitor the mittimus and the defend-for
ant, who is sheriff of the arrested the oncounty, thepetitioner

and himcommitted to Theprecept jail. petitioner thereupon
for this writ.applied



Company. 605v.PrentissN. H.]

Abbott,for theCarl petitioner.

solicitor,Jacobs, for the defendant.Bernard

indecided Statewas v.The presentedPer Curiam. question
ante,Drew, 402.

overruled.Exception

Cheshire,
11,March 1910.

England a.a. v. New Box Co. &Prentiss &

1909,term,Debt, of thebond. At the Octoberon an injunction
Wallace,court, overruleddefendants’ demurrer was bythesuperior

J., that theThe court ordered originalC. and they excepted.
forward forwas bein which the bond broughtgivenproceeding

and the case be continuedof that presentthe assessment damages
await such assessment.to

and for theJohn E. Allen brief plaintiffs.orally),(by

for the defendants.(Mr.Benton BentonCain orally),$

that the declarationCuriam. The defendants isPer urge
state certain facts. The ofit does not existencedefective because

conceded;is the isfacts claimed to be essentialthe objection
in Athem the declaration. deci-to the failure tomerely allege

are the ofthat the defendants upon questionsion right pleading
it to amend the declaration. As such deci-make necessarywould

effect, of wouldno other consideration the questionsion could have
to theof no conceivable parties.advantagebe

be cured amendment of theWhen an defect can byalleged
is ordered without whetherthe amendment consideringpleadings,

Club, 282, ;N. H.Hub etc. Co.v. 74 287­it is Breeders’necessary.
119, 120;Glover, 65 N.68 N. H. v. H.Morse v. Kelley,Sleeper

N. 220.; 63 H.206­ Peaslee v. Dudley,

overruled.Exception


