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hefor his own acquiredthe first securityand in mortgagepaying
392;Foster, H.v. N.7of the first Pagethe mortgagee.rights

his own toSabin, 20 N. H. 533. mortgageHaving paidWeld v.
it, theto whichhe had sold andon land which subjectWilliams

consideration, thata of theto ashad partagreed paypurchaser
for the of thethebecame security paymentprincipalmortgage

todebt; Bullard, the of thatto securityappropriationand compel
it,intended, to to beentitled be to andwas subrogatedthe purpose

he had on the debt.of the land whatout paid mortgagerepaid
126;Stillman, 1 HisN. J. Jones Mort.v. 21 879.Eq.Stillman

of the wasto theto be position prior mortgageesubrogatedright
a forhis taken second asmortgage securitynot defeated havingby

Birdsall, 64 N. Y. 294.of the first. Patterson v.the payment
would,debt Bullard haveof his ownThe by ordinarily,payment

In it he made use of aof hisbeen a mortgage. payingdischarge
him,land; ifand note toto himself on the same Morrill’smortgage

Williams,his tonot note secureddidsecured pay bymortgage,by
land,of theon undivided half same as washis anown mortgage

in1ns own wouldthe mortgage, thoughparties, paid,agreed by
for the of other. Theasbe thepaymentequity upheld security

Bullard, with a fundof Morrill to wasHovey,jointly pro-mortgage
Williams, and, faith,his notes tovided of infor the goodpayment

it for that Neither nor the inten-justiceBullard used purpose.
if werethe fund nowtion of the would notprevail appliedparties

its direction.to the it will towards Bullard andextent go original
tothat a them of the wholeunderstanding single mortgageHovey

asthe in effect a of undividedwas same anmortgageproperty
each, notice of thehalf to and Williams interest of each onehaving

Morrill,in the the of weremade requirementsmortgage by justice
met, of the carried outand the intention parties subrogatingby

in theBullard to the of therights mortgagee mortgage paid by
him of Morrill’s to him.to secure the note Thepayment plaintiffs
are in the of their noteentitled to from thepaymentpriority pro-

toceeds the extent ofof the one half.mortgaged property

Decree accordingly.

Dos, J.,C. did not sit: others concurred.the

Hickey.v.Milan Steam Mills

will theenjoin liberating logsof confined a boom inEquity wrongful by
the river, where the is insolvent, and threatens orwrong-doer intends
to therepeat wrongful acts.
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Equity,Bill in that the aalleging plaintiffs, saw-millowning
river,on the Ammonoosuc had a of held alarge quantity logs by

boom defendant,in the river above the mill. The having logs
river, down,further the run them and becameup they mingled

with the The of aplaintiffs’ logs. plaintiffs, being agents corpora-
river,tion chartered to the had the to detainimprove the de-right

fendant’s until he the toll on them. Withoutlogs paid orright
license, boom, and,the defendant the withopened plaintiffs’ along
his own toot a ofnumber the andlogs, suf-large plaintiffs’ logs,

river,fered them to down the and were lost. The defend-go they
fear,ant is insolvent. The from the threats of theplaintiffs de-

fendant, acts,a of the and seek an andrepetition injunction gen-
•eral relief. Demurrer.

Jordan,Drew theforBay, plaintiffs.

Fletcher,Ladd for the defendant.

Allen, IfJ. the lost their theplaintiffs logs through wrongful
defendant,acts of the are entitled to anthey adequate remedy.

insolvent,The defendant suita at law would notbeing afford re­
lief, but would leave them to suffer andirreparable theinjury,

of the defendant would them to a con­threatening purpose expose
stant recurrence of the mischief. To prevent irreparable injury,
and the an will affordgive plaintiffs adequate remedy, reliefequity

the Lake Co.by enjoining v.wrongful Winnipiseogee Wors­acts—
ter, 443, 449,29 N. H. and cases cited Webber v. 39 N.Grage, H.

and, as incident to the relief injunction, will considerby182—
and the of Bassett v.adjust question damages. Salisbury Manf.
Co.,43 H.N. 249.

Demurrer overruled.

Doe, J., did notC. sit: the others concurred.

v. & a.Sumner Blakslee

and billiard-tables bePictures, may household furniture withinpianos,
a all thethe of of furniture in andmeaning mortgage to abelonging

certain house.
Whether are used underthey such circumstances and with asuch pur-

as to be household furniture in apose case,such is a question of fact.

Replevin, for three a and a billiard-table. apictures, piano, In
20, 1872,made to the October the inmortgage plaintiff, chattels


