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Farmington Jones.v.Town of

consent,residing, with his atdaughter defendant wasminor of theWhere the
small-pox,another, and thethere taken with the healthand wasthe house of

pest-house,was as a andthe house where shethe town establishedofficers of
that the town couldpatients, was held nother there with other itdetained

daugh-furnishedsupport hisagainst the defendant for themaintain an action
ter while thus detained.

the defend-attendance, board,medical of&c.,forAssumpsit,
of the andant’s sick small-pox, supported bywhendaughter,

1856.May 8,to7, 1856,the town from April
auditor, and to thereferred to an submittedThe cause was

the :followingstates factscourt his whichupon report,
Strafford,ofresided in in theMiddleton,defendant countyThe

oyer underandPamelia Jones,and his being eighteendaughter,
of theother sickwas,of persons,withage,twenty-one years

SheinRicker,at the house of Albert Farmington.small-pox
that she,before ithouse,to Ricker’s knownwaswent voluntarily

health officers ofhad theother Theor small-pox.any person,
to it,the inmates of the house leavedid not permitFarmington

rules andand established regulationsof thesick small-pox,while
infroma to goingrelation to it as peoplein pest-house, prevent

furnish-the claim wasforout. The plaintiffsand whichsupport
andsick of the small-pox,the defendant’s whiledaughter,ed

thethe officers of town.Ricker’s house bydetained atthus
to thenonsuit,a plaintiffs excepted.court ordered whichThe

under the statuteaction is notThisPeRLEY, broughtC. J.
his childfurnishedthe father for supportto recover against

that thedeclaration should allegesuch case theInas a pauper.
relief; that the re-noticein need ofand stoodwaschild poor,

the father of suf-and that wasthe statute was given,byquired
the declaration,in norare notfacts allegedTheseficient ability.

the auditor’s report.found by
at the de-furnishedthenot that wassupportIt does appear

tomade any promiseor that he has expressfendant’s request,
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FarmingtonTown of v. Jones.

The must aupon inpay. rely promise law,plaintiffs implied
from the in the of thefacts stated auditor.report

hisIf a father to furnish necessaries for hisneglect duty
children,infant furnishes thewhoany person necessary sup­

is conferreddeemed to have a benefit on theplies delinquent
an Butfor the raises contract towhich lawparent, pay.implied

in order to authorize to act for the in such aany person parent
inthere must be a clear and of thatcase, palpable neglect duty

8on the of the N. H.Cram,v.respect, part parent. Pidgin
353.

that theIn this case find to defendantnothingwe show was
of clear andsuch of As hisguilty any palpable neglect duty.

theinfant under control of her itlegal father,wasdaughter may
it hisbe that was and consent thatknowledgewith shepresumed

But heto Ricker’s house. could not thenwent have supposed
need thethat she would the assistance accidental occur-which

of therence there made Heafterwardssmall-pox necessary.
anot, therefore,did his in situation heplace daughter where

thatcould she theanticipatedhave would fur-require support
the After Ricker’s house converted,nished by plaintiffs. was by

theauthorities of into atown,the thepest-house, regulations
theunder statute the defendant frompreventedestablished attend-

to the of hiswants and nodaughter; demanding personally
been made on him for noraid,to have noticeanyappears given

that needed it. Under these itshe circumstanceshim is quite
to hold that he andclearly hisimpossible palpably neglected

duty.parental
it beBesides, cannot that the authorities ofpretended the

came to the relief of thetown, case,in this defendant’s daughter
had hisher father toneglectedbecause herparental duty supply
The them nogave authoritynecessaries. law to detainwith the

in a fordefendant’s thatdaughter pest-house purpose. They
her and the other inmates thesecluded of house from their

and them there on thefriends, account, and forsupported public
the of the of the infectious dis-preventingpublic object spread
ease in the and The notneighborhood.town waspest-house
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thosenor for whothe relief of persons,established for needy
wereThedisease. suppliessick the infectioustherewere with

taken,the wastown,action ofmade more the whichnecessary by
but theforor hisdefendant,for the benefit of the daughter,not

the disease,ofthe disseminationagainstgeneral public security
theintaken town.the whiledaughter accidentallywith waswhich

thetheonJudgment report defendant.for

Crosby v. Grant.

anegotiable promissory note is dishonored in the hands of bonaA holderfide
value, consideration,of a defect inwho takes it without notice the withinfor

hours, day grace; and hethe last of takes it in the usual coursebusiness on
business, negotiated uponparty, purchaseto him as a new a andif it beof

it,sale, previous any par-any connection with or with of theindependent of
dayit, although may gracetake it on the last a bank wherehe of fromties to

previousa holder.it had been discounted for

takes apartya who note under circumstances of sus-thatWhether the doctrine
put subjectinquiry, equitablehim on holds it to thepicion, oughtas tosuch

law,prior parties, quceremade to it as between is ?might bedefences which
be, day .gracetaken lastthat the note was on the of fromthe factsbut if it

discounted,Boston, residingthe maker atit had been Greata bank in where
bank,paidBalls, State, full amount thereof to the and that atand thein this

parties appeared to have beenof several erasedtrial the indorsementsthe
alone,payeenote, upon it that of the do not constitute a caseleavingthefrom

the doctrine.application offor the

defendant,thesignedaAssumpsit, note, byupon promissory
or in four andMacomber, order, months,&Bradfordtopayable

the issue.Flea,the generalthem indorsed to plaintiff.by
First, and,payment;The defence rested two grounds:upon

sold inforthe notesecond, spirituous liquors,that was given
that State,to the oflicense, lawMassachusetts contrarywithout

the under such circumstancesnoteand that the receivedplaintiff


