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of betweenadjustmentin an accountsploughs ;B. and. them,A. of twopurchased
toafterwards refused deliverploughs to whowas allowedthe of thevalue

held, considerthat A.own use.—It was miphtto bisconverted themthem, and
ploughs, in action forthe of anrescinded, theas and recoverthe contract price

had and received.money

Assumpsit. an for twoaccountcount wasOne upon
the,value for twocountof Another wasofploughs, $24.

countanother forThere wasandsold delivered.ploughs,
had and received.money.

term, 1824, theuponhere at Januarycause was triedThe
; evidence, that the par-initissue when appearedgeneral

of theiramade settlementNovember, 1822,ties, the 4thon
settlement, two ploughs,accounts, on thatand thatmutual

ac-into thetakenwerethen in the defendant’s possession,
; andto the defendantof them allowedcount, and the value

ofatshould be the disposalthat theit was ploughsagreed,
andthe ploughs,but the defendant withheldthe plaintiff:

them to his own use.converted
of facts wasthesedefendant that evidenceThe objected,

; but ain the declarationinsufficient to countsupport any
to thesubject opiniontaken the plaintiff,verdict was for of

thethe court upon objection.
Webster, thefor plaintiff.

for the defendant.Noyes,
ofcase, thethe court. In this the purchasedBy plaintiff

; of accountsand, in an be­defendant two adjustmentploughs
allowed tothe value of thetween the parties, ploughs was

defendant; therefused to deliver ploughs,the he hasyet
and his use. It is byhas converted them to own objected,
the:defendant, that this action be maintained uponcannot

us,But It thatthese facts. we think otherwise. seems to
when the to the the plain­defendant refused deliver ploughs,

rescinded,tiff had a and toto consider the ascontractright
5recover back the had for the John.heprice paid ploughs.

85, Gillet vs. vs.Barnard.274,Maynard.­ John. Raymond—­12
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And it us,seems to that thisDanforth plaintiff recovermay hisupon
count, for had andmoney received, the ofprice the ploughs,n.nvcv.

isÍ* not innecessary, order to support count,that that the
defendant should have received It ismoney. thatenough, he
received worth. 2 N. 333,H.money’s Willievs. Green.Rep.

on the verdict.Judgment

STRAFFORD, SEPTEMBER 1824.TERM,

MEREDITH vs. CANTERBURY.

gaveWhere the selectmen of the town of M. writingdirections in to the sheriffa to the of the ofselectmen and town clerk town that a set­notify pauper,C./’
Ctj &c.,beconre*chargeabie,tled in and the sheriffhad left with the sekctmen

and of of said ittown clerk C. a directions was held not to be; notice tocopy
town, statute,the as the to the town of C. liablerender forrequired theby sup*

furnished theplies pauper.

Assumpsit, for the aof to ahavesupport pauper, alleged
settlement in the town of Canterbury.

here,The cause was tried term, 1823,at February upon
the issue, andgeneral a verdict returned for the plaintiffs,

to the ofsubject the courtopinion the facts.upon following
notice,The which Meredith to thatgave Canterbury, the
had become was directed topauper chargeable, the sheriff

of of histhe or andcounty Rockingham, deputy, required
uthem to andthe selectmen town clerk ofnotify the town

ccof that the had becomeCanterbury," pauper chargeable,
and that a hadcertain sum been for herexpended relief.
This Meredith,was the selectmen of andby wassigned serv­

selectmen,ed aby thereof with each ofleaving copy the
and with the town clerk of Canterbury.

Sullivan, for the plaintiffs.
Mason, for the defendants.
Ricijahdsox, C. J. 27,The of 1809,statute June 2,sec.

“JV*.H. Laws in(1 360,) That allprovides, cases, notice in
“ a of selectmen,thewriting, signed by ormajority over-­
u seers, and the sumstating them for theexpended by re-
“ lief of such shall bepoor in theperson, given manner
■< mentioned, the town-,hereinafter orto place, person


