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Epsom.Pembroke v.

an suppliesaction for for a pauperIn beenwhose settlement to havewas claimed
acquired 1, 1820,in the prior Januarydefendant town suppliesto it that theappeared

3, 1861;were furnished prior July givento of expendituresthat notice the was
11, 1861, 31,March and the action commenced December 1861. On fourththe

1861,day of July, an act passed by legislaturewas abolishingthe settlements
1,acquired 1820,prior Januaryto provisoa that no bependingwith suit should

act;—byaffected said
Held, rightthat the of action had so legislature impairfar vested that the could not

same;the languagethat the anyused could not be construed actualas suchimplying
intention; and that the cause saving-of action in this case bywas covered the
clause of the statute.

Assumpsit for the aof to have a settle-support pauper alleged
ment in Epsom.

This action was commenced December 1861. The31, support
was furnished between 8, 1860,December and The3, 1861.July
notice to was datedEpsom 5, 1861,March served March 6, 1861,
and return made to the clerk’s office March 13, 1861.

The settlement which the theclaim that hadplaintiffs pauper
in was ifEpsom, all, 1,atacquired, to 1820.prior January

The defendants claimed circumstances,under werethat, theythese
not and theliable, in casethe were transferred.questions arising

Minot for the cited v. Vine­defendants, NewMugridge, Wilton
43 315;Me.yard, Mace v. 1 52;N. H. Otis v.Nottingham, Straf­
10ford, ;H. 352 ExeterN. v. 2 H. 102.Stratham, N.

Flanders,Fowler for 39Chandler, the v.cited Richplaintiffs,$
H. ; Stat.,N. 304 Rev. ch. secs. and 1410, 11, 12, 13 ;66, 9, Comp.

160;Laws 23;Constitution of Bill of Art.159, N. H., Rights,
; Winnick, ;Merrill v. 1 3 473Sherburne, N. H. 213 v. N. H.Wooart

2Society Norris, 19;v. Gall. 139 Dow 4 H.Wheeler, ; Clarkv. N.
Clark, ;v. 10 N. H. 386, and incollected opinions passimauthorities

Broom 21.Maxims 518, 521; Babon Maxims,Legal reg.

actJ. The as 2482 theNesmith, known of PamphletChapter
Laws, 4, the ofpassed 1861, pau-to settlementJuly relating

the wentsettlement of the inpers, question,pauperchanging
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:into tbeeffect It following provisoits containedupon passage.
Assuming,“That no suit should affected thereby.”bepending

forfaith, madethat the inthen, had, expendituresplaintiffs good
and that ontown,the the defendanttohere,pauper chargeable

of thethe the lawrepeal13th of and toA.*D.March, 1861, prior
served onstatute,of to was1820, thereof,due notice ouraccording

forthe have establishedtown the mustof Epsom, therebyplaintiffs
as it then stood.of action the lawthemselves a underperfect right

could notThis in the plaintiffs,of action vestedright fullyhaving
enactment.be or cut off any legislativelegally constitutionally by

Thus, noThis in State.has been often settled this rightquestion
ofthus act thecould be divested or by any legis-acquired impaired

thereforeas uncon-lature, it would be in itsretrospective operation,
19; v. Clark,stitutional and 4 H.void! Dow v. N. ClarkNorris,

10 386; 289; Flanders,H. H. Rich v.Haskell,N. Adams v. N.27
39 H. 304,N. and authorities there cited.

ofThe a and for the benefitincurred debt on accountplaintiffs
the the dutiesdefendants, and with statute by giv-having complied

due to consummate thetown,notice to the defendant hading only
31.before of Decembertheir actionright, perfect, by bringing

inBut, a the contained thefrom fair ofinterpretation proviso
comewe are unable to4, 1861,clause of the act ofrepealing July

“ actto the affectconclusion that the intended to anylegislature
or ordone, established,or or suitany proceed-rightany acquired

saidhad or cause the time whencommenced in civil beforeing any
26.1,shall take effect.” Rev. ch. sec.Stat.,repeal

of saidErom the sectionof the secondexju’ess languagenegative
aact, suits from itsexempting strong implica-operation,pending

em-arises,tion that of alsocauses action were legitimatelypending
in and also fromthe to bestatute,braced terms of said exempted

toits as the statute ismore evidently designedoperation, especially
in itsbe prospective objects.

toThe court do called so this statute asnot feel to construeupon
either their ordi-determine that the intended to violatelegislature

orlaws,rules of the ofnary by passage retrospectivelegislation
stat-the more rule of action contained in the aforesaidsignificant

constitution,law,ute 23d the of in ournor the article of rightsbill
andall to restrain theirbodies within properlegislativetending'

bounds.just
toIn no a construction thiswords,other we see tonecessity give

the «tat-either withstatute which shall be inconsistentrepealing
to theute law or the ¥e think we do no violenceconstitution.

a causestatutes,rules in that ofof of declaringjust interpretation
a and the statuteaction is issuit,tantamount to withinpending

bethe there mustthis of caseunder consideration. Under view
theplaintiffs.Judgmentfor


