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sec-twoAn ofindictment, in one count so much of thecontaining language
of twotions whichof the of embezzlement as to leave itstatute uncertain

different crimes of embezzlement is is insufficient.charged,

ofmuchIndictment, soembezzlement, in one countcontainingfor
uncertainSt.,the 8 it isof ss. 7 and of Gen. thatlanguage 257,c.

Motionwhich of of violating.those sections the defendant is accused
to quash reserved.

Woodward, for the defendant.

Healey, for state.solicitor, the

Doe, C. J. are differ-The crime and of the seventh sectionpenalty
ent from indictment,those the The not theeighth. informingof
defendant which crime he is is bad forwith, uncertainty.charged

quashed.Indictment
Foster, J., not sit.did

Flagg v. Pierce.

A of estate, recorded,real and but fraudulent asconveyance duly executed
iscreditors, prop-to not a substitute for a of ofchange possession personal

sale,bill of at the same time.erty, conveyed by executed,

for under theTrover, levya of oxen. The defendant justifiedpair
Fox,of an one claimed.execution whom theagainst through plaintiff

found byFacts the court.
farm, deed,Fox to the a a recorded and cer-conveyed plaintiff by
the and took in aincluding oxen,tain return bondpersonal property,

life,for of himself and wife and athe support duringconditioned
He was onon the farm to secure the bond. then thelivingmortgage

has to live there since. The oxen remained onfarm, and continued
until the on There wasfarm taken defendant execution. nobythe

afterin the of the farm or themanagement personal propertychange
on which the tookThe execution defendant theconveyance.the

onon a a debt from Fox whenissued founded duejudgmentoxen was
made.the wasconveyance

forWellington,Woodward the plaintiff.&
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Faulkners Batchelder, for the defendant.&

Stanley, J. of Co­within thebring principleThe this casefacts
burn v. 3 substantial changeN. H. 415. There was noPickering,
of possession, that Fox not theto the wasnothing publicapprise
owner of the on theoxen. in of and carryingHe was possession
farm, as he had did no more ordone and thepreviously, plaintiff

thandifferently he had done before.
It is argued that and record a for athe were substituteconveyance

ofchange thepossession. represented byas creditorBut, against
this void,—defendant, and Coolidgethat was fraudulentconveyance

459;v. Melvin, 521; Smith,42 510,N. H. v. 11 N. H.Smith ­
Mc­Conihe v. 403,12 N. H. the want of a ofSawyer, change—and
possession of of fraud,the which is evidencepersonalty, presumptive
is not a fraud in the of theexplained realty.similar sale Theby
fraudulent sale of of fraud in the sale ofthe farm was evidence the
oxen. isNor the a sufficient con­fact, conveyancethat the was upon
sideration, law,material. As no of thepossession,there was change
in the absence of ofof the want of a change posses­any explanation
sion, presumes that the sale was fraudulent. This fact estab­being
lished, fraud is an Cuttinginference of law. v. 56 N. H.Jackson,

;253 v.Lang 55 N. H. 561.Stockwell,

theJudgment for defendant.
Allen, J., did not sit.

SULLIVAN.

Partridge.Burke v.

The nature and of are to beascope patented ascertained, not.invention
from the title it in but from themerely given to the entirepatent, instru-

allment, including the and andschedule specification, explanatory draw-
theretoings annexed.

patentOne be taken in amay singlefor different improvements machine;
and one orpatent more machinesmay improvements,include two or each
of which is or be to the same result.may generalauxiliary produce

The inventor of a benefit of all the usesmachine is entitled the to whichto
it becan the idea theput, no matter he had conceived of usewhether or
not.

“An in the of aimproved specificationincludeddriving gearing,” patent
“granted for an ismachines,”inimprovement threshing protected theby

same when machine.patent to aapplied sawing


