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&State v. Benton a.

1845, 239, bringingThe statute of forchapter imposing penaltya into
State,State, havingthis nopoor indigent person,from another a and

State,insupport,visible means of and has a settlement such otherwho
broughtdoes not to a has his domicilapply personcase where the so

and placeusual of abode in this State.

all of Lunen-theIndictment, that respondents,alleging
day 1845,on 11th ofVt., unlawfullythe July,burg,

andEsther aMoore, person,onebrought poor indigent
settle-no means andvisible ofhaving support, having.a

in thisLancaster,ment in into the town ofVermont,
andand there her to' beher,leftcounty, poor,knowing

to have no visible means of support.
theThe facts parties,were agreed upon byfollowing

theand the is submitted to this whethercourt,question
can :indictment be maintained

a settlementIn the 1805 one hadRobert Mooreyear
Lancaster,in or in other town insome New-IIampshire.

he resided1806 he Vt.,In removed to whereLunenburg,
he marriedhis in 1832. In 1831death,until the year

Stuart, and lived with her untilEsther the said pauper,
manhis death. Moore a of considerable property.was

Lancaster,the returned to1833,In January, pauper
tountil the 1838. then wentand there Shelived year

in she lived untilState, Januarythis wherePeterborough,
from that1841, placeor when she was broughtFebruary,



coos.48

State v. Benton.

theby authorities of the town Lancaster,of and carried to
at Lancaster one on theLunenburg, stopping night way.

She remained several weeks at and was main-Lunenburg,
tained the authorities ofby that town. In March, 1845,
she was to Lancaster citizens ofbrought by Lunenburg,
and after- there one or two she carriedwasstaying nights
to the Lancaster,selectmen ofLunenburg but wasby

back to Lancaster on the same and wasbrought day,
maintained at Guildhall the Lancasterselectmen ofby
until the 4th of when she was carried to Lan-day July,
caster the selectmen of aftertown,that andby remaining
there three was carried to select-thedays byLunenburg
men of on theLancaster, 7th of On the 9thday July.
she was to Lancaster the of Lunen-citizensbrought by

On the 10th she was carried to theburg. byLunenburg
selectmen of and left the 11th sheLancaster, there. On
was to Lancaster the for whichbrought by respondents,
act this indictment was found.

forWells, the State.

Bellows, for the respondents.

Parker, TheC. J. statute under which this indict-
“ment was found if shallprovides, personany bringthat

.from other and inState leave town in thisany any State,
or shall leave,with intent to orbring, any poor indigent

no visible means of and ahavingperson, support, having
settlement in such State-from which such and indi-poor

be such to begent person may brought, knowing person
and as aforesaid or; shall counsel orpoor procureindigent

andsuch to be so or shallindigentpoor person brought,
hetherein,”aid or assist shall be fine orpunished by

“and shall be further liable to townimprisonment; any
in this foror State all such sums of ascounty money may

be or andtown for theexpended anyby county support
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Laws ofand person.”maintenance of such indigentpoor
289.1845, chap.

if astatute, per-ofa strict literal construction thisUpon
and hadin State,son had his home this and was poorwho

labor, should gohis tono means of except abilitysupport
had a settlementhe (derivativeinto another State where

re-tointendingor for a purpose,temporaryotherwise)
accident,there,and whileshould, bymain an hour,only

bewouldassistance, itunable to return withoutbecome
State,of thisinhabitantan even anoffence for any person,

histohim backtothe to beknowing poor, bringparty
howeverchildren,andand the of his wifehome, to care

return,to anddesiredmuch the havepoor person might
beenhavehimhowever much the bringing mightparty

onwould,lieofactuated mere motives humanity,by
andfinesuch to orconstruction, imprisonment,be liable

and maintenancetheto all the for supportpay expenses
he hadthe fact thatof such notwithstandingpoor person,

from which he was brought;never before in the Statebeen
ancestorderived from somehis settlement there being

had resided there half awho century previous.
isthe statutenot be withinThat such a case would

in suchenactedIf a similar law wereevident.quite
to fine or impris-it wouldState, subject personother any

of thethe wife poor per-there who shouldonment carry
ifthere. Socare of himState, anyson to that to take
meanscoach, or otherin a byshould bring stageperson

him to whoa known to be poor,of conveyance, person
inbewhodesired a and temporarilymightpassage,

another State.
not tothat the statute doesare of applyWe opinion

home anddomicil,of who have theirthe cases persons
time, State,in this notwith-abode,of at theusual place

a in otherhave settlement the State.standing they may
intended to into this StateIt was prevent running paupers

a in here.States,have settlement other and no homewho
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Esther Moore had a home in this State, and should not
have been carried to Vermont. The authorities of Lan-
caster had to do with the fact that she had anothing set-
tlement in Vermont. Ve do not whether ainquire per-
son has a settlement in another inState ascertaining
whether he has a here,settlement and cannot rightfully

it,into soinquire far as theregards ifsupport, poor per-
son is domiciled in this State at the time.

The authorities of had a toLunenburg right bring
Esther Moore back. She was 'carried there,wrongfully
and the fact that her a few weeks doesthey supported‘not theirchange Ve should toliability. adoptregret any
construction of the statute which would countenance the

of from onerunning paupers State to another in the
shameful manner which to have inbeenappears adopted
this case.

the respondent.Judgment for

Kent v. Porter & Tr.

The firm quantity goodsof Carlile & Porter delivered a to Cargillof &
half,upon agreement CargillPorter an that payshould for one which

did, half,he and should paythat Porter for the other he did not.which
held,The togoods Cargillwere invoiced & Porter. It that thewas

agreementproperty passed, notwithstanding any between Carlisle <&
firm, two,Porter of should interest in.composedthat the those retain an

the to for.moity paywhich Porter was

Porter,firmUpon Cargillthe dissolution of the of & eventualthe balance
was, Porter,Cargill moiety belongingin hands of as to the tothe holden

foreignthe of attachment at the suit of a creditor of Porter.by process

Foreign Attachment. one of the dis-trustees,Cargill,


