
617v. DOVER.COUNTYJune, STRAFFORD1882.]

L., 188, the verdicts. and12),to c.tbe (G.bound promise payby
in favor.taken herwas properly

Buzzell.Josieon thethe verdictJudgment defendantfor

Blodgett J., not the concurred.did sit: others

County Dover.v.Strafford

L.,indescribed Gr.The street or place,offence of drunkenness in a public
and the109, towns,of town31,c. s. is an theoffence against police

for the prison chargesor where the is liablecity offence is committed
of convictedincurred the in the aby personconfinement county jail

thatof offence.

Assumpsit, for infor chargesthe jailormoney paid county
court for thecommitted the Doverprisoners policekeeping by

1, inall committedMarch 1881. The offences wereendingyear
account, was onDover. Of the items in the paid8202.57charged

streets or inof in theaccount convicted of drunkpersons being
item in theotherNo is made onplaces. questionpublic any

form, and wereaccount. The in thewere usualcomplaints brought
Laws, 31, the defendant109,under Gen. c. cases. and in each

beforewas the thegiven arraignment,privilege by police justice,
; and onof where and whom he hisof liquordisclosing purchased

refusal he of the fines imposedwas convicted and sentenced. None
defendantsor costs incurred were Thethepaid by prisoners.

that are in becauseclaim not liable for the itemthey question,
Laws, 109,for c. s.it is all in cases under Gen.charges prosecuted

81, of towns.which does not thedescribe an offence policeagainst

solicitor,B. for theBurleigh,W. plaintiffs.

McLane,B. S. for the defendants.

Allen, The the of$202.57J. for boardcounty paid jailor
Dover,committed to the on con-court ofjailpersons policeby

“ofviction drunk the andon streets and inbeing public places,”
beclaim to reimbursed the defendants. convictedby “Any person

of of ofoffence the towns orany against police against any by-law
town,a and fineof toupon petition proofmay, inability pay any

costs, selectmen,or be the beand town shallthedischarged by
forliable the in case of theprison charges prisoner’s inability.”

L., circumstances,268, .s. 11. likeG. c. Under becities would
liable for the of from cities.expense prisoners
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In the towns,” 269,offences of c.chapter upon “police 11,s. it
“is that no shall street,beprovided person drunk in orany alley,

other and s. 16 apublic place,” ofprovides a fine notpenalty
dollars, orexceeding twenty notimprisonment sixexceeding

months. In the chapter theplacing penalties sale ofupon spirit-
109, 31,a. enacted,uous s. it isliquor, shall“If'any person be

drunk in or inany highway orany public or shallbuilding place,
be drunk in his own house or any orprivate dis-building place,

others,his or he beturbing arrested andfamily may detained till
sober, and fined not dollars,ten orexceeding be untilimprisoned
he shall disclose the name of the who furnished himperson the

intoxicated,he becameliquor andwhereby testify fully concerning
same,the unless sooner order of the court.”discharged by So

“much of the latter statute as relates to drunkenness in any high-
inor orany public is away building of theplace,” description

11, 269,offence named in s. c. the offencesamong theagainst
of towns. Drunkenness “in apolice or inpublic highway any

or street,is drunkenness “inpublic building place,” a oralley,
some other same,Thepublic place.” the thedescription béing

same, 109,offence is the 31,and c. s. includes an offence against
towns,the of and anpolice additional modeprovides of procedure,

which, with,conditions ifoffering entitle thecomplied prisoner
to his The additional anddischarge. procedure conditions offered

“were annexed to the offence of drunkenness in a street or public
which is offence towns,an theplace,” of and also toagainst police

the offence of drunkenness in a to the disturbance ofprivate place
other The convictions andpersons. in this caseimprisonments

“of drunk in streets andbeing persons which ispublic places,”
towns,an offence the of theagainst arepolice plaintiffs entitled

to ofrecover the defendants the whole amount of prison charges.

Judgment the plaintiffs.for

Blodgett, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

Farmington Bank v. ux.National Buzzell &

Evidence that the defendant presented discount,to the for aplaintiffs,
note which his wife’sname as heupon but whichappeared principal,

her,never nor authorized him toknew she for issigned sign compe-
tent to sustain a declaration which that he to thealleges presented

a henote which andupon falsely fraudulently representedplaintiffs
was when in fact she was hisprincipal merely surety.his wife


