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impose upon grantit the nor it thedutyNor does Court the
ofright to a line in the absence suchboundaryestablish

proof.
constituted aAlthough the taken the masterbycourse

practical approach problem bythe is not law.to it authorized
See 11 C. J. S. 697. The additional statement should therefore

compliancebeen a entered in withhave dismissed and decree
principal The therefore remanded thereport.the case is to

Superior Court for such action.

Exceptions sustained.

All concurred.
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&and PerkinsUpton,Sanders & Frank A. BatchelderUpton,
plaintiff.(Mr. UptonF. for theorally),Holland Richard

furnished no brief.Sleeper Mullavey Mace,the defendant& for

(Mr. Bryant for the otherBryant orally),Burns, Calderwood &
defendants.

isremedythat its at lawplaintiffThe claimsKenison, C. J.
jurisdic-recognized equityinadequate and this action falls within

adequateanplaintiffthat the hasThe defendants claimtion.
bill to be maintained wouldlegal equityand this inremedy to allow

jury.trial N. H.right bytheir constitutional todeprive them of
the case andagree that the “nature ofConst., I,Pt. Art. 20. Both

be to the settlement of thesoughtrelief must looked forof the
536, 540),question” (Daley Kennett,v. 75 N. H.constitutional

procedural tagor the usedemployedthat the form of actionand
Murphydeterminative. & Sonsnecessarilydescribe it are notto

so often the case thePeters, 275,95 N. H. 276. As isInc. v.
undis-locate, simple generallyto state and iseasyformula is to

specific provides guide,sureapplicationbut to facts noputed its
is controverted. The decisionsemploy generallyto andis difficult

L.See anno. A. R. 9.jurisdictions are in conflict. 117in other
is does notfact title to real estate involvedThe mere that

deprives allequitytrial which ofright jurythe to aestablish
3;91; L., 371, s.Hillsgrove,Hatch 83 N. H. R. c.jurisdiction. v.

230; Adams v. 99 N. H.Mellian,97 N. H.Bonenfant,Nixon v. Cf.
there be severalmayhand the mere fact thatthe other140. On

thedefendants does not establish thatagainst severalactions
Elms,v. 93 N. H. 202.inadequate.law is Allbeeremedy at

that it will involve muchin this case indicatepleadingsThe
ofrecords,and ancient documents and somematerialdocumentary

exceptiontimes. With the of the de-from colonialdatewhich
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offendant there is an of issues and aDoggett identity community
jurisdiction. Completeinvoke reliefequityinterests sufficient to

in the brought.could not law actions Thereoriginallybe obtained
jurisdiction Bank,v.precedent equityis this basis of in Smithfor

Page v. 59 N. H.Whidden,69 N. H. 507. “Avoidance254. See
in trialequityof actions in makes formultiplicity economyof a

inprocedure greater consistency findings.”for discretionaryand
(5th ed.)203; Eq. 181,1supra, Pomeroyv. Jur. ss.Elms,Allbee

While the in269; 45 L. Rev. 1297. decisions this stateHarv.
righttendency upholdto the of trialstrong by juryindicate a

(Murphy 275;v.possible Peters,& Sons Inc. 95 N. H.whenever
v. N. H.Employers Tibbetts, 296),Co. 96 we have notAssurance
jurisdiction accounting,where itpermit equityhesitated to involves

multiplicity involvingrelief from of sub­injunction and suits
supra; BerryNixon v. v.stantially Bonenfant,identical issues.

Whidden, 62 N. H. 473.
resulting multiplicityfrom a of suits bemayThe difficulties

to certain extent if the suits are consolidated and triedavoided a
Company, 452;H.Salganik 450,v. 80 N.together. Dartmouth

College 66,N. H. 67.Cameron, However,v. 77 this does not
jurisdiction multiplein this case where atof suitsdeprive equity

requireinterests and thecommunitya oflaw would involve might
accounting injunction.of and It isequitable aids truerecognized

to a in equity mayfrom an action at law billthat an amendment
depriving the of trial. Thatjurydefendants ahave the effect of

Ferranti, 554,in N. H.Dondero v. 90 wherewas consideredmatter
accounting.into a bill forequitywas amendedaction tortan of

finding justice requiredthat the “court’s thatthereinIt was stated
not to be merelyamendment is set asideof thethe allowance

rightherlost to a trial ofthereby jurybecause the defendant
soughtthe case and the reliefThe nature ofthe action at law.”

jurisdiction.taking There was'equityproceeding warrantsin this
motion the billthe defendants’ to dismissdenial oferror in theno
their for a jurydenial of motiondiscretionaryequity thein or

v. Gosselin,N. H. 352. See GauthierEvans, 78Evans v.trial.
94 N. H. 496.

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.


