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Morey v. Brown.

Cow. 688. warrant us in thatThe facts do not saying
theactual has accrued to firm of H. Clementany J.injury

& Co. firmAs case the thestands,the bemay bygainer
the of Clement. Clement toconduct be estoppedmay

he had not the from the to thethatdeny money plaintiff
use material ofof his At no prac-firm. present, question
tical is here for the of thedecisionsuggestedimportance
court.

theJudgment plaintiff.for

Morey v. Brown.

Morey, dog, engraved uponaowningOne P. his collarJeremiah the
“ Id,M.” He not onengravingletters P. that this the collarJ. was the

meaningof thedog,name of the owner the of the fifthwithin section
of of the Revisedchapter 127 Statutes.

“ shallprovides that no be liableperson killing anythe statute forWhere
dog brass,be found not around hishavingwhich shall neck a collar of

leather,tin or with the name orof the owner owners carved or en-
thereon,”graved actual ownershipnotice of of a dog,the found with-

collar,out such a will not make a liable forperson killing him.

an is not inSuch enactment conflict thewith constitution of New-Hamp-
shire.

Jeremiah P. forTrespass, bisby Morey, onkilling dog,
the third of The1859. evidenceday tendedMay, to

the on that and that thenprove thekilling hadday, dog
around neck ahis collar withleather,of the initials of
the name, “J. P. carvedplaintiff’s M.,” or engraved
thereon; thereand was evidence showto thattending
the defendant knew that the was the ownerplaintiff of
the dog.
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Morey v. Brown.

couldThe court, actionof the that thebeing opinion
not a to themaintained, opin-be directed nonsuit, subject
ion of the whole court.

for theShirley, plaintiff.

for theEverett, defendant.

Re-J. The fifth of ourBartlett, section of 127chapter
of 1811Statutes,vised is but a actwhich revision of the

“of be1815, that shallno(Laws 418), provides person
liable law for notwhich shall foundbeby dogkilling any

leather,around his neck a collar of tin orhaving brass,
the namewith of the owner or owners or engravedcarved

thereon.” This act was intended to secure responsibility
for committed and the owners’damages by dogs, requires
names to be attached to in thatorderthem, maydogs

notice of such 34 N. H.State v. McDuffie,carry ownership.
“The the the528. of letters J. P. M.°’inscription upon

not a orcollar was of the name Jere-carving engraving
thereon;P. indeed,miah the hardlyMorey plaintiff

he atbut that a has thethis,claims argues person right,
time, to assume name that thehe andchooses,anyany

“ thishad assumed the name M.” OfJ. P.plaintiff
is in the factevidence,no unless it be foundmaythere

“ P. the initials wereM.,” name,J. of thethat plaintiff’s
on the collar. But if this entire of thepositionengraved

he still fail in this suit.admitted,were mustplaintiff
nois evidence that tbe known theThere wasplaintiff by

“ P. and if it that he had theM.,”name J. were conceded
it at theto assume thetime,any inscription uponright

of a name so the was notcollar, assumed, which plaintiffby
not a statute. Theknown, would be with thecompliance

it to the intention of the law toconcedes beplaintiff
the name the thenotice of of owner of butdog;furnish

the collar a mark name theor whichupon byplacing
is not would such notice.known, hardly giveowner
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George.v.Baton

of theActual of the will notnotice ownership dog
a thethe of with statute.supersede necessity compliance
and the conse-Its are direct andpositive,provisions

areof a of the statutory requirementsquences neglect
enacted. Towerv. 18 Pick. 262.Tower,explicitly

conflict,the act is inThe claims that with ourplaintiff
constitution; we do not think so. It is henot,but as

an take foract to oruses,private property publicargues,
of into their butdeprive parties property dogs; merely

to the use and suchof in aregulate keeping property
manner that theseemed to reasonable and ex-legislature

is a mereIt such as we thinkpedient. police regulation,
the establish. Therelegislature might constitutionally
must be on the nonsuit.judgment

George.Eaton v.

a a inWhere married land and took deedpurchasedwoman common
time,herself, and,form gaveto her note mortgage,same and inat the

K.,which one ajoin, parther husband did not to who advanced of the
purchase mortgage assignedand to themoney, plain-and the note were
tiff, moneyto loan theallegedwho in that K. induced onhis bill was

wife, that,the note mortgage byand the fraud of the it heldwas even
if the resultingfacts were sufficient to a increate trust to K..the land
no trust in the land resulted or bywas transferred to the plaintiff, the
assignment to him of the mortgage.note and

equity.In An abstract of the andbill answeroriginal
is in Eaton 40 H. 259.v. N. Thegiven George, plaintiff'
has since amended the thesebill, :by adding allegations
that the defendants refuse to of the note,pay any part
or to the topermit enforced,be thatmortgage claiming

are void asthey the note and of a marriedmortgage
woman; that at the time their execution and theof of


