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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
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w from the time&c., the firstninety dayswithinchargeable,
“ ; suchso aíforded noticebeen and shallrelief haveshall

that byon the be thetown, chargeable,may“be served
“ sherilf, &e., an of such notice,attestedby leaving copy
“ thereon, ofreturn one the select-his with leastwith at
“ ofmen or overseers of the and the clerk suchpoor, with
“ ortown place.’’

case,isIt that the notice in this instead ofobjected, being
town,directed the and served theto selectmen andupon

clerk, statute,as istown the todirectedinquired by the
sheriff, him to town,not thenotify, but thecommanding

;ofandselectmen town clerk and theCanterbury question
is, this is awhether sufficient with thecompliance requisi-

which,? As there isnotions of statute obligation,the inde-
statute, bindsthe one town more thanof another topendent

it has been held,maintain a alwaysparticular pauper, that,
town,a the mustin order to statute becharge strictly pur-

inreason,And for the asued. same we ought, con-giving
statute, letter,the to follow its tostruction to and un-plain

in its obvious andderstand it most sense Themeaning.
“ noticein bestatute that shall towriting therequires, given

““ notice servedtown,” that such shall beand theupon town.”
;town areand clerk not theBut the selectmen town and

is tothem not notice thenotice to town. The statute de-
the notice shall beclares, town,that served theupon aby

selectmen,ofone the and theleft with town clerk : acopy
? a of theof notice inwhat copy which thecopy writing,

toshall be thedeclares town. Thegivenstatute statute of
19,8th, T791, sec. that writsprovides, shallFebruary be

anby attestedcorporations, copy,served left with theupon
hasBut it never imagined,of the beencorporation.clerk

sued,a to be thethat, -was writ waswhen itselfcorporation
doubt,clerk. And no that,to run its we entertainagainst

is town,towhen notice be to a that one of itsgiven inhabit-
chargeable,ants has the must bebecome nolice todirected

town,the and be in theserved manner the statute prescribes.
It is not a that,little whore the of a statutesingular, language

clear,is andplain proceed,togiving explicit directions how
an shouldattempt be made in be wiser thancase theany to

tol. in. 11
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; increased,law and our is anot when wewonder little meet
with such in relation to the statutesattempts concerning:

all bound to con-which courts hare felt themselvespaupers,
toIt business and not makestrue is our to expound,strictly.

notice, case,; in conform toand as this notlaw the doesthe
itstatute, is toof it our duty pronouncethe therequisitions

void.
aside, and a nonsuittherefore, be setmust,The verdict

entered.
nonsuit.Plaintiff

HODGDON,vs. PETER jr.M.JACOB CURRIER
G, G. toin article?. sold the note C., togave tf> a note, specificpayableif.

contents, it shouldwhen becometo the waspayablewhom U. paypromised —It
on the saidmight an actionheld, maintain promise.that €.

Assumpsit. in his declaration,The thatplaintiff alleged,
Govt a in as0. fol­to promise writing,the defendant gave

“ received, I Gove: value to 0. or hisFor promise paylows
<{ stock,of neat within six months.order, worth May■30
& Gove, for20, 1822;” consideration,a valuable or­that

; and,tocontents tobe thepaid plaintiffthe thedered before
of the transfer wasof notice to thegiven de­day payment,

fendant, who to deliver the stock to thepromised plaintiff at
the contract.originaltime inthe specified

term, 1824,here atwas triedThe cause February upon
; admitted,it wasissue Avilen thethat defend-the general

Gove,consideration, made thevaluable toant, for a promise
; it the interest inand that the saidappeared,alleged pro-as

consideration,afor Gore,valuableassigned, bybeenhadmise
ofand before the Govedaythat andpayment,theto plaintiff,

defendant theinformed the of said assignment,the plaintiff
onthe hack of the contract;the samehim originalshewedand

thereupon the topromised plaintiffdefendanttheand that
to the tenor ofto the plaintiff, accordingsame stockthepay

said note.


