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THE TOWN OF DORCHESTER
vs.

THE TOWN OF DEERFIELD.
1, 90,.Under the illegitimatestatute of 17January children retain the settlement oí

mothers,their at of birth,the time changetheir and do not their settlements with
gaiumothers,the if the latter a new one.

Assumpsit for the of children,twosupport al-paupers,
to be inleged settled the oftown Deerfield.

The cause here,was tried at term, 1824,November upon
;the issue itgeneral when that one ofappeared, the pau-

was of the of ninepers and the ofage other theyears, age
;of seven and that wereyears thethey chil-illegitimate

Thurston, who,dren of Susanna at the time of birth,their
had her settlement in the town oflegal Deerfield. In 1821
the said Susanna married to Lillis,was hadHenry who his

in ofsettlement the Dorchester. Ittown also appeared,
said and Susanna hadthat the lived inHenry together Dor-
for than as man ;chester more andyears,twenty wife and

'- as children,had to beseven thereputed ofchildren
‘f said Lillis.

Deerfield, contended,On the of it was that thesepart
children, and with the mother at thebeing illegitimate living
time of her their settlement withmarriage, herchanged

; abut the court of differentthat eventupon being opinion,
a for the to theverdict was taken plaintiff, subject opinion
of court case.the theupon foregoing

for the plaintiff.Noyes,
Sullivan, for the defendant.

ofthe court. We are that child­opinion, illegitimateBy
of mothers,ren retain settlement theirthe at the time of

birth, untiltheir they one of theiracquire own, and do not
their settlements with mothers,theirchange when the latter

ua new one. enacts,The statuteacquire that legitimate
“ children shall have the settlement of iffather,their he
“ shall have such state,within this until aany set-they gain
“ “oftlement their own.” But shallchildrenillegitimate
“ have the settlement their at the of theirmother timeof
“ birth, if 1 H.shall have N.this state.”anyshe within
Laws, 362. under-children beenLegitimate alwayshave
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Burcheto of father,stood follow the the until emancipa­settlement
t'S.

DeerfieltheBut ofted. settlementchildren have theillegitimate
ofbirth,mother at ofthe time their the wordsexpressby

the thestatute, and have to follownever been understood
mother,settlement of the if she new one after-­anyacquire

wards. 13 381,Mass. vs. Princeton.­—­1 Pick.Rep. Boylston
144.—12­ M­ ass. 429.Rep.

There must, therefore, b'e
on the verdict.Judgment

WALTER HARRIMAN.PARISH vs.RUFUS

returnedof an execution land,his return of an extent upona sheriff, mWhere
judgmentunknown, he couldhaving gone so that sincedebtor, tothethat parts

44 appearing I chosenotified, toor no representnot he and person him,found*
4■ heldwas to be sufficientJ,an B." &c. The extenthison appraiser;behalf

«state.io firepass

is­here, thetriedwas a writ of upon generalThis entry
term, hold1825. claimed toThe demandantsue, at May

the de­of of an uponvirtue an extent executionbythe land
inshowed, evidence,in aand judgmentmanded premises,

com­Burnham-, rendered in theown Davidfavor againsthis
term, 1820, an exe­in Strafford county, Januarymon pleas,

an exe*and extent of thetheissued judgment,cution upon
Burnham,land, of The sher­estatecution the theupon as

“ Burnham,Davidextent,his of stated thatiff, in return the
“ unknown, so that sincedebtor, to partsthe having gone
“ notified, andfound, noor personhe could not bejudgment
“ Jl.behalf,I his B.chose, inhim,to representappearing
u nothing, byIt that passedan was objected,appraiser.”

return,the sheriff’sextent, it notbecause did bythe appear,
; andhad an to anthe choose appraiserdebtor opportunitythat

demandant,for the to the opin^-­was taken subjecta verdict
the court saiduponof exception.ion

thefor demandant.Woodbury,
Bartlett, tenant.for the


