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theofinterestThebe the of co-tenants.the otheragent
sale,thealone, byto havethen, is shown passedplaintiffs,

defen-theforconsiderationand that alone thefurnished
an promise,dant’s And the was expresspromisepromise.

and alone.was made to the plaintiffs
theininterested neitherco-tenants, then,The other were

ornoconsideration and principlenor in the uponpromise,
havebe tosaidcase canbooks,found in the theyadjudged

interest in the contract.any legal
actionin thehavenot, therefore,should beenThey joined

thewith plaintiffs.
bemusttheretherefore,The thatis,of the courtopinion

verdict.on theJudgment

v. Woolson.a.Morrison &

dischargethepleading bankruptcy,a the court in which wasdischargeIn in
granted will be bad.plea,in otherwise itmust-be set forth the

bankrupt CongressUpon act of ofapplication dischargean a under thefor
attached,1841, it extended notjurisdiction a court oncewhen the of district

case, regularityonly bankrupt’s but to the andgeneralto the merits of the
sufficiency interlocutory proceedings.allof the

pleading discharge plea district courtbankruptcy,In a in if the shows the to
jurisdiction, proceeded, petition,had and have on the to decree the dis*have to

charge, presumed regularlyto beenstepsall the intermediate will be have
taken.

act,granted bankrupt by havingadischarge and under the courtA certificate
case,jurisdiction bankrupt,in unlessof the is conclusive evidence favor of the

property.impeached or artful concealment offor fraud

contained several counts.The declaration TheDebt.
andsold and delivered to the defendantforwasfirst goods

as under the of GardnerGardner,J. styleThomas partners,
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received, thefor had andseeond,theWoolson, money by&
.to state.isfirm. other counts itsame The unnecessary

“ thatTo the the defendant pleadedfirst and seeond counts
ac-aforesaidthe not to or maintain theirhaveplaintiffs ought

said severaltion thehim,thereof because he thatsaysagainst
said firstinwere,thereaction,causes of if suchsupposed any

Wool-saidand second debtscounts werementioned, byowing
of the1842,son on the memberDecember,of a21st asday

andfirm of existing,Gardner timeWoolson,& before that
ofwhich, time, wit,before that to on the 18th day May,long

1839, was to exist;dissolved, then,and and ever ceasedsince
and all the since haveassets of said became and everfirm then

Woolson,remained onthe the andof saidprivate property
1842,said 21st of the said WoolsonDecember, beingday

then and Littleton,ever since a citizen of inand resident
the State hisof verifiedNew Hampshire, by bypetition,

oath, benefit,his for the and andin his right capacity,private
Woolson,as a member of Gardner dissolvedsaid firm of &

aforesaid, States,as of the act of Unitedof theCongress
19th, entitled an to establish1841, act a uni-passed August

States,form of the Unitedsystem throughoutbankruptcy
and such that saidhad defend-thereupon proceedings .were

a said aant, court,decree of declared bank-wasby duly
1844,and 18th it was de-on the ofrupt, September,day

creed that dis-said court the said defendant be fullyby
as adebts,of from all him mem-and hischarged owing by

atWoolson, aforesaid,ber of the ofsaid firm Gardner &
as afore-the time the hisof of saidpresentation petition

he1842,to thissaid, wit, December,on the 21st of andday
to he if theis Whereforeready prays judgmentverify.

aforesaidto maintain theirsaid have andplaintiffs ought
action thereof as to first andhim said secondagainst
counts.”

“To this notthe thatplaintiffs replied,plea they ought
to be their actionfrom andprecluded having maintaining

to the ofas at the timecounts,said thatbecause they say
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the of the aforesaid topresentation defendant’s saidpetition
district thecourt, December,on 21st of said firm1842,day
of Gardner Woolson, so far as concerns the credit-& then
ors of firm,said was then and had assets amount-existing

sum,to to thewit,a ofsum eleven thousand fiveing large
hundred and nine cents,dollars and andtwenty sixty-two
which were inventoried as the assets of said the de-firm by
fendant in didhis said Yet the said district courtpetition.
not, as dis-the said decree ofas beforemany ninety days

time,at1844,on the 19th of orcharge, day byAugust, any
an order or Gardner todecree, declare the said & Woolson
be so Woolson tó be a bank-nor declare saidbankrupts,

a firm,as member of said and in his saidrupt, partnership
firm,this that on 18th ofsaid the daycapacity —without

1839, afterwards,or before the of saidMay, presentation pe-
tition, dissolved, and assets re-was that its became and
mained the of the said man-Woolson, inprivate property
ner and form as in said is and this areplea theyalleged;

to &e.”ready verify,
To this the demurred,defendantreplication du-assigning

and other causes.plicity
The questions this state of thearising upon pleadings

were thistransferred to forcourt determination.

Bellows, for the defendant.
The does not that the firm wasreplication dissolveddeny

and ceased soexist,to far as the theofrespected right
members to for the benefit of the bank-apply individually

law; but in that so farrupt substance, asalleges, respected
their remedies the members and theagainst partnership

the firm still continued to exist. It is in a sortproperty, fact
of asthat between thenegative pregnant, admitting part-
ners the firm dissolved the assets hadwas and become the

the defendant. all the states,of This is andproperty plea
can in no be affected the fact that the creditors stillway by
retained their remedies the members in theiragainst joint
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that hadand could attach the belongedcapacity, property
to the firm.

And, thethatbesides, the notdoes allegereplication
re­if thewere then Evenplaintiffs creditors of the firm.

be is badthat itplication form,not defective as to holdwe
in thesubstance. was forThe of the defendantpetition
benefit of the as a memberlaw in his andprivate capacity,
of the firm of declaredGardner He& Woolson. was duly

hisbankrupt, and indebts, pri­from all hisdischarged owing
vate and courtas a member of the firm. The hadcapacity,

andjurisdiction, it,entertained and decreed a full discharge
from both stand,classes of mustdebts. And this discharge
and cannot be courtexamined in this The districtway.
had andover the and thegeneral jurisdiction subject,person
its is conclusive. there beenadjudication Had irregu­any

in the havelarity the shouldproceeding, proper exceptions
been taken in that the in that casecourt. But decision
would have been final and like that of otherconclusive, any
court of of theerror in the coursegeneral jurisdiction. Any

would not defeat the when the courtproceedings discharge
had jurisdiction. This is in theaccordance with provisions
of the law, that such whenbankrupt providing discharge,

shall be a full and bar in all courts ofduly granted, complete
unless conceal­for some fraud or wilfuljustice, impeached

ofment v. 15Law, Ball,4; Johnsonproperty. Bankrupt §
;N. H. 407­ 262.Pike,Haines v. 1 R. I.Rep. Rep.

plaintiffsSo the did notcannot that the defendantreply
statute,with the of the but mustcomply replyprovisions

Bray,mil tiel v. 1record, or fraud or concealment. Pierce
N. J. 13.Rep.

failure toSo not vitiate.notice to a creditor willgive
Peal,v. 10 Mis. 1473; Bibb,Shelton v. Rich.BrownRep.

374.
case,In this it is to that Wool-show Gardner &proposed

son were and that the firm not de-waspartners,existing
creed to be and the offorbankrupt, purpose invalidating
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the the court had fulldischarge; notwithstanding jurisdic-
tion. We hold, however, that in the state of facts disclosed

theby there no orfirm,was that thepleadings, necessity
asWoolson, a member of firm,the should be declared bank-

As statedrupt. before, the dissolution the firm is notof
denied, nor is it denied that it hadas between the partners
ceased to exist. Had the it shouldfirm been thenexisting,
have been dissolved,declared But beenbankrupt. having
the case did not come within the of the 14th sec-provisions
tion of the act, for that to suchbankrupt applies only per-
sons as are in trade at the time of thepartners application.
It could not, fact,in have been to confer oneupondesigned

the toperson power draw into another,bankruptcy upon
the that had onceground been nowhenthey partners, such
firm was then in existence. To such ajustify construction,
the theof belaw should But herelanguage it isexplicit.
the other There no in existence,way. being partnership

stand the samethey as otherupon debtors, andground joint
neither of them can force the other into bankruptcy.

Nor does the existence of assets affect the forquestion,
the of creditors of the firm can well berights enough pro-
tected without this thein of onepower hands of itslodging

5members. Re LawIngalls, 401. WhetherReporter,
the creditors would have a lien these assetspartnership upon

form,in is another and does not affectany question, this
more than if the lien was Thereany by mortgage. being

no firm then in existence and no assets, therepartnership
nowas of the defendant asnecessity adeclaring bankrupt

member of the more tofirm, than declare him a bank-any
as a merchant tailor. The statuterupt forprovides only

two cases, the of a individual and of anbankruptcy private
firm. Woolson stands in the condition of aexisting only

and aindividual; decree of inprivate bankruptcy general
terms is a ofdecree inbankruptcy any capacity excepting
as a member of an firm. This doctrine that suchexisting

casea does not come within the thefourteenth section of
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cases.inact has been recognizedbankrupt fully several
5Hall,325; parteExPinner,v. 5 LawMority Reporter,

thenot come withinit doesIf, then,Law 269.Reporter,
think,clear,is wesection,the itof fourteenthprovisions

Andthat the declared bankrupt.firm not have beenshould
defendant,thenot,if a as todecree ofgeneral bankruptcy,

was sufficient.

theMorrison,Goodall and for plaintiffs.
what par­It does thenot from of pleadings,appear any

aandticular district court received the petition granted
in nodefect in theThis omission is a fatal plea,discharge.
over.the nor curedway by pleadingsupplied by replication,
672;Pid.Ball,v. 15 N. H. 1407;Johnson Rep. Chitty’s

N.Wells,v. v. 2Joy ;2 N. H. 179­ TarltonSimpson, Rep.
H. 308.Rep.

no if thesubstance,As the is bad in matter applica-plea
is.is do not ittion defective in form. But we suppose

theThe firm as betweenhave been dissolved part-might
ners, and not as to creditors. So as there were part-long

beassets,debts and neither couldnership partner discharged
of thedebts,from the under the fourteenth sectionexcept

this haveact. But questionas our views uponbankrupt
more than crave thebeen do nostated, we willalready fully

and to theattention of the court to our former argument,
case Cush. 127.Thompsonof v. 4Thompson,

theis this —wasBut the in this casequestionimportant
aof the that it was preceded byconclusive factdischarge

•and ?sufficient decree of The questionlegal bankruptcy
whether,notis if a decree of were pro-proper bankruptcy

isbut, where thereduced, record,we could behind thego
and certifi-no of such a decree theproof dischargeexcept

nonecate, there was ?can we be to show thatpermitted
conclusive, tocertificate isThe that the appearsargument

certificate,the it is a andfact, that dischargeoverlook only
words ofan effect. Thethat is to suchhavegranted,duly
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“the act are these; and such whendischarge, duly granted,
shall, in all courts of be deemed a full andjustice, complete

debts,of all &e.” Adischarge certificate of ofdischarge
debts isprivate when the court hasduly granted, proceeded

as authorized and therequired fourth section and a; cer­by
tificate of from the debts isdischarge partnership duly grant­
ed when the court has as authorized and requiredproceeded

the fourth andby the fourteenth sections, and not otherwise.
The of the districtjurisdiction injudge, sitting bankruptcy,

notwas to the law,course of the common noraccording
the laws thegoverned ofby general regulating jurisdiction

the courts of the United States, but was a limited,special,
derivedpeculiar jurisdiction, from that statute,wholly and

to be exercised in a most manner, withoutsummary any
to the creditor, or forappeal a writ of error.any provision

v. Warren, 14 N. H.Kittredge v.511; Nelson Cor­Rep.
land, 1 Howard’s U. S. 265.Rep.

The fact that the act allowed no tobankrupt theappeal
nocreditor, and writ of error, a distinct ofsuggests ground

to the doctrine of the other side.objection The creditor is
otherwithout an decree, andremedy shouldagainst illegal

therefore be toallowed avoid it andplea Banksby proof.
Johnson,v. 12 N. 451;H. v.Sanborn 2Rep. Fellows, Fos-

489;ter’s v. Martin,Vose 4 Cush.Rep. 31; Rice,Smith v.
11 Mass. 514.Rep.

It is believed that the rule which under the actprevailed
1800,of and which has both ingenerally prevailed England

thisand under statutes for thecountry, providing discharge
of debtors,insolvents and is, that the certi­bankrupts, poor
ficate is not conclusive evidence of the andsufficiency reg­

of the Tulley v. 2Sparks, Ld.ularity proceedings. Ray.
;1546­ Miles v. Williams, 1 P. v.Williams, 259; Alcord

Wesson, 14 E. L. E. 360; a.,& v. 1Pleasants Dall.Meng &
380; Blyth v. 5Johns, Binn. 24­ 67; Edwards,v. Litt.Waller
348; Cutler,v. Stanley,Leavitt 1 Mass. v.;68­ JenkinsRep.
10 Mass. 228; v. 8Rep. Scott, 480;Starr Conn. BanksRep.
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v.Johnson, 445;12 N. H. v. Butler, 8 Shep. 191;HardingRep.
Stone,333­ 7 Cush. 341.;v. 2 v.Nute,Gardner Cush. Crocker

that the courtThe certificate is but evidenceprima facie
Indeed,conformed of the statute.has to the requirements

the rule of to inferiorinadopted respectpleading —that
this. to be well set-And we understand itimpliescourts—

tled that it be shown court hasthat an inferiormay always
not within the limits. excess ofkept juris-prescribed Any

isdiction as asquite it;fatal the of and towantoriginal
in a the notproceed manner that statute does authorize is

an excess of It isjurisdiction. as tojust competent prove
that an inferior court has not within its askept jurisdiction,
to that it never had The court,district as aprove any.

court, is an inferior and anbankrupt court, inferiorbeing
court, excess of is as as thefatalany jurisdiction original

of it. Thewant contendwell thatplaintiff might, perhaps,
the of district or State court beordinary judgment any may

-But itthus avoided. is sufficient that the special, limited,
theof district insummary jurisdiction bank-judge, sitting

both the terms of the andstatutebyruptcy, upon general
comes the rule towithin theprinciples, clearly applied pro-

of It it,inferior courts. comes within becauseceedings it
andwas limited and there was nospecial, summary, appeal,

be error;and can no writ of and because the act nogave
effect to a notcertificate duly granted.

We submit that a certificate under the fourth section can-
that itnot be conclusive evidence was apreceded by legal

decreeand sufficient of because until such de-bankruptcy,
certificate,cree the court not a norcould haveduly grant

ofover the it. Forsubject thejurisdiction grantingany
same reasons a under the fourteenthcertificate section can-
not be conclusive evidence that it was such anpreceded by
order as that section That section acontemplates. requires

of all the anddecree partners,bankruptcy against provides
assets,of debts and of and thenfor the proof distribution

that in all thedeclares other respects proceedings against
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hadshall be in like manner as ifconducted theypartners
commenced and one alone.been prosecuted against person

section,of the fourth so far as con-the requirementsHence
befourteenth, followed,the must and hencesistent with by

to dis-sections,the there was noforce of two legal power
de-firm,the debts of the unless aeither frompartnercharge

all. Tohad been before enteredofcree bankruptcy against
andWoolson had been declared athat bankrupt,argue

heto determine whetherthe court hadtherefore jurisdiction
is fallacious.be,a and what it shouldshould have discharge,

Thereas anot been declaredHe had bankrupt, partner.
issection,under the fourteenth whichbeen no decreehad

that makes for thesection dischargeany provisionthe only
debts.of company

the lastthat certificate was notsubmit duly granted,We
act, decree ofunauthorized the and thewas wholly bybut

excessa ofwas jurisdiction.palpabledischarge

in this case arequestionsJ. TheEastman, presented
debt;The action wasthe plea,pleadings.uponraised

that the certificate was insufficientreplicationbankruptcy;
and; demurrer to theand grantedlegallydulybeingnotas

replication.
that no court is setfindthe weplea,examiningUpon

and the certifi-the caseentertained grantedas havingforth
on this account. It doesbadis clearlythe pleaand;cate

received the andcourt petitiondistrictwhatappearnot
isthis omission fatal. 1 Chit-and;the dischargegranted

179;2 H.v. N. Johnson v.Joy Simpson,672; Rep.Pld.ty’s
407.H.N.Ball, Rep.15

a mere clerical errorhowever, wasdefect, probablyThis
no doubtand the common would;form pleasthecopyingin

curethat it.terms,some wouldamendment, uponangrant
is a certificatethis;the case isofquestionimportantThe

takento theas stepsconclusive intermediatedischargeof
?decreethe finaltoprior
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The and the of thereplication plaintiffs goargument
the that the aupon defendant been memberground having

of the firm of Gardner the should eitherWoolson,& court
have declared the asfirm or Woolson abankrupt, bankrupt,
a member firm,of the in thatand his partnership capacity;
such a decree was essential to that it was not;be passed
so, and that toit,should be to show defeatpermittedthey
the words,In other that should bedischarge. permit-they
ted to the for or inimpeach illegalitydischarge irregularity
the interlocutory proceedings.

Now, without to the as toquestionstopping investigate
the correctness of the decrees, or whether itinterlocutory
■was for the district tocourt such a decreenecessary aspass
that contended for the we are of thatby plaintiffs, opinion
the intermediate becannot into in thissteps inquired ,way.
All wasthat for the defendant to do innecessary pleading
his towas set forth tobankruptcy show that theenough
district court had of case,the andjurisdiction decreed his

And this theshown, intermediatedischarge. being steps
becannot Service v. Heermance, 1investigated. 91;Johns.

Cowell,Buckman v. 1 505;Coms. v.Rowan Halcomb, 16
Ohio 463; Ball,v.Johnson 15 N. H.Rep. 407;Rep. Mc­
Nulty v. France, 1 Sandf. Court 128.Sup. And,Rep. cor­

the defendant’s of its clericalrecting error,plea, wasenough
set forth to show that the court had andjurisdiction, could

the decree ofgrant itdischarge. Having jurisdiction, could
the of theuponadjudge sufficiency interlocutory proceed­

and its decision those mattersings, was final.upon
But we this asquestion beenregard having substantially

settled this casewhen was before the court on a former oc-
casion. It was then held, v. 3Woolson,(Morrison Foster’s

that as the showed the district courtRep. plea to11,) have
had and to have on thejurisdiction, proceeded topetition

thedecree all the intermediatedischarge, wouldsteps be
to have been taken.presumed regularly

The course of theargument pursued by plaintiffs’ coun-
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sel is founded thedecisions made under Eng-mainly upon
lish from decis-act, ours,which differs andbankrupt upon
ions of State based docourts, acts,insolvent whichupon
nbt make the conclusive;and final andcertificatedischarge
and hence the unsoundness of his conclusions.

ob­the a defendant hadact, whereBy English bankrupt
tained a certificate before the suit him was brought,against
he was to conclud­allowed hisplead bankruptcy generally,

mat­to the evidence theand to ining specialcountry, give
ter which on the trial heentitled him to his anddischarge;
was bound the stat­to all theprove required byproceedings

conclu­utes, the but notcertificate made prima facie,being
after thesive evidence. Where he obtained his certificate

him tosuit was commenced, the which permittedprovision
he wasdid not that caseand inplead generally apply;

to set out all histhe that warranted discharge.stepsobliged
of athe naturecertificate of the not inThe chancellor was

■ of thosedecree or on the and sufficiencyjudgment validity
anddid not his couldIt constitute discharge,proceedings.

Cook’­426, 427; 1not be as such. 2 Pld.pleaded Chitty’s s
P. Wil­82, Williams,v. 1Law, 502, ;506­ MilesBankrupt

so the258, 160,259­ S. C. And withliams, ; 10 Mod. 247.
States,the of thedecisions insolvent laws of severalupon
conclu­certificate is not the actsthe made the terms ofby

sive evidence of the discharge.
Uni-of theBut the fourth actsection of theby bankrupt

toand decreeStates, the court to allowted was empowered
alaw,thethe who had with dischargebankrupt, complied

and itthereof;debts,from his and him a certificategive
certificate, when dulythat such andwas provided discharge

deemed a fullof bein all courtsshould, justice,granted,
othercontracts, anddebts, engagements,of alldischarge

be andshouldact, mightunder the andwhich were provable
inbar to all suitsbe a full and broughtas completepleaded

same shouldthewhatever;court and thatofany judicature
itself, bankrupt,be of in favor of suchevidence,conclusive
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the orunless same should be for some fraud art-impeached
him,ful concealment of his or of proper-by property rights

the act,to of the on reasonable no-ty, contrary provisions
tice, in such fraud or concealment.specifying, writing,

The district court thus with towas entrusted jurisdiction
the decree for the That was thepass bankrupt’s discharge.

tribunal the act to and ondecide theappointed by adjudge
of to thequestion his certificate. It was not an infe-right

rior tribunal, whose incould be theproceedings impeached
record,manner contended in the abut court ofargument,

and the certificate,of the aupon question court ofgranting
final and conclusive resort. All interested werepersons
made on notice law,the to theparties, prescribed by pro-

court,in that and there resist theceedings debtor’smight
for his The decree of courtthatapplication discharge. was

declared the statute to be a finalexpressly by discharge.
decree, theThat and'not on the was to-proceedings petition,

be debts,in bar of the and thepleaded bankrupt’s certificate-
evidence,was made not ofconclusive the fact that the-only

decree was but also of the andpassed, effectvalidity legal
the decree,of unless for a cause named inimpeached the

act, viz, fraud or artful concealment, the of hisby bankrupt,
or of and notice inproperty rights property, upon writing,,

orsuch fraud concealment.specifying
It was the decree which constituted the anddischarge,

to bewas as such. If thepleaded defendant should plead
and all the matters andprove that, act,under thethings

bewould to entitle tohim his it wouldnecessary discharge,
nobe thedefence, because law entrusted to the district

thecourt tojurisdiction decide and conclude that question.
thisAnd it bejurisdiction, attaches,when once must held

notextend,to theto merits of theonly general bankrupt’s
case, but to the and theofsufficiency regularity proceed-

; the certificate beotherwise could not in theings language
act,the conclusive evidence of theof bankrupt’s discharge.

the decree could be because,If beforeimpeached another
von. 34xxix.
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cause, the intermediatetribunal, proceedingsand in another
be,and decree did not tothe final appearbetween petition

as that other be inclinedin such tribunal mightall respects,
sufficient, it be in toas direct contradictionto consider would

decreeof the which declares that theact,the wordsexpress
concealment,for fraud orshall not be exceptimpeached,

inspecified writing.
to the wordsmuchThe attach significanceplaintiffs

“ theit evident' cannot haveBut isgranted.” theyduly
so,If all thecontended for. toopen inquiry pro-force they
court;district override thein positive provi-theceedings

act,section of the and clearestof the fourth itsnullifysions
to as to theis whatinquireIt unnecessarylanguage.

to or as torefer, what particularintendedwas signi-phrase
it, clear, are,to as we that itshould be beingfication given

the section,construction of becannot, by legitimateany
the theact,words of that certificatedefeat theheld to plain

of favor of the bank-evidence, itself,conclusive inbeshall
orfor fraud artful concealment ofunless impeachedrupt,

property.
thedistrict court in-The of thejudged upon sufficiency

on the defendant’s andproceedings application,terlocutory
to conclude those and thequestions, decreehad jurisdiction

be court,held void in this thoseof cannot becausedischarge
benot such as we should think themightproceedings pro-

per practice.
thismade are littlebutquestionThe suggestions upon

of thethan an abstract views the learnedexpressed bymore
ofdelivered the the court casewho when theopinionjudge

before us. toThose views us to coverwas formerly appear
the entire and have ex-almost we themground, as.adopted

and the of the court atopinionpressing clearly distinctly
time.the present

then,the main of ourquestion, case, is,theUpon opinion
stated, with the thatdefendant;as the is conclu-certificate

on account of the;sive but error in inthe toplea, omitting
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state obtained,court in which the thewasany discharge
■demurrermust be leave the defendant tooverruled, with to
move the court of common to his Whenamendpleas plea.
that shall he amended, there should be,

theJudgment for defendant.

Mitchell a. v. Holderness & a.&

If a road commissioner is petitioninterested in the result aof a highway,for he
incompetentis to insit the case.

The interest to exclude a road commissioner sittingfrom ain case must be such
as the court can see. must a interest,It be direct sup-and not a remote or
posed advantage disadvantage.or

a roadWhere commissioner resided in a adjoiningtown throughthat which the
highway prayed pass,for was to and allegedit was town,that such although

record,party mightto thenota be liable eventually, statute,under the to con-
the highway, that,tribute towards construction of the therefore,and the com-

incompetent upon any question held,missioner was to sit in the that thecase—
disqualifiedwas not questioncommissioner theuntil liabilityof the of such

properly and legally board,town should arise before the which was not
ordinarily the case till after the board had layto out the highway,decided un-

partya original applicationless such town was to the highway.for the
of roada board commissioners had madeWhere known their determination to

highway, and throughout a the townslay passedwhich it then moved that
vicinity,in theof the towns in whichone the chairman of the board residedj

part expensea of thebear of constructing highway held,should the that the—
incompetent upon question,was to sit that achairman but that substitute

appointed place, board,to takemight organizedbe his and that the thus
complete proceedings.themight

for a in the towns ofPetition Holdernesshighway and
thisin across thecounty,Bridgewater, Pemigewassett

river.
referred to thewas road commissioners, atThe petition


