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A complaint for bastardy may be made by a town before the birth of the
child.

The action is not defeated by the complainants’ failure to file copies of the
papers on the first day of the term.

The magistrate may be allowed to attest the copies al any time.

The town’s complaint need not allege where the child was begotten.

“The town of Warner ” is a sufficient description of the complainants.

COMPLAINT ¥OR BASTARDY, made by a town before birth of
child, alleging that the pregnant woman refuses to make com-
plaint. The defendant moved to dismiss.

J. Y. Mugridge and 8. Davis, for the plaintiffs.
A. P. Dauves, for the defendant.

StawrLry, J. For certain reasons the statute does not allow
the complaint to be made by the woman after birth of the
child. M. J. J.v.J. C. B.,, 47 N. H. 362. But as the protec-
tion of the public against pauperism is the object of the law
authorizing the town to prosecute ( Warren v. Glynn, 36 N. H.
424, the town is allowed to sue for security when necessary
either before or after the birth. If the woman makes complaint
and abandons it, the town is admitted to prosecute it before the
birth, and if in the opinion of the selectmen she makes a false
complaint, the town may immediately institnte a prosecution.
Her abandonment of her complaint before the birth, or her mak-
ing a false complaint, does not compel the town to wait, and does
not give the father an opportunity to escape; and her neglect or
refusal to complain gives him no more immunity than her aban-
donment of a complaint, or her making a false one. G. L.,
c. 84, ss. 6, 6. The provision of s. 6, that complaint may be made
by the selectmen *“at any time before the expiration of one year
from the birth of the child,” does not fix the beginning of the
time in which the town may intervene. That section describes
the woman as ¢ the mother ” before the child is born,

It was the duty of the magistrate to make a certified copy
of each paper in the case, and deliver the same to the com-
plainant, or return the same °to court on or before the first
day of the term. G. L., ¢. 84, 5. 8. The action was entered
and copies of the papers were filed on the second day of the term.
Copies of the complaint and warrant were fastened together,
and the magistrate’s attestation was at the bottom of the war-
rant as of one paper. Filing the papers on the first day of the
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term was not a necessary part of the plaintiffs’ case. The com-
plaint and warrant were probably one paper, but the magistrate
may be allowed to attest the copy of the complaint at any time.
The complaint need not allege where the child was begotten.
Ligtleton v. Perry, 50 N. H. 29. The plaintiffs are sufficiently
described in the complaint as the town of Warner. W, Lake Co.
v. Young, 40 N. H. 420, 430.
Motion denied.

Ar1eN, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

EVERETT ». SMITH §& a.

The two years statute of limitations provided by U.'S. Rev. St., s. 5057, as
a defence against actions by an assignee in bankruptey, is not suspended
by the death or disability of the first assignee, if the cause of action
accrued and the statute began to run in his lifetime or while he had the
capacity to act. '

The statute, if pleaded, is a bar to an action brought by an assignee in
bankruptey more than two years after the assignment to set aside fraud-
ulent conveyances concealed from the plaintiff but known to a former
assignee who had deceased within two years after the assignment to him.

B v EQuUiTy, by an assignee in bankruptey for the recon-
veyance of certain real estate alleged to have been conveyed by
the bankrupt to one of the defendants, and by her to the other in
fraud of the bankrupt’s creditors, and for the surrender and annul-
ment of the deeds under which the defendants claim title. The
defendants pleaded the federal statute of limitations, as applied to
suits of assignees in bankruptcy, and the plaintiff replied the con-
cealment by the defendants of the frandulent acts complained of
until within less than six months of the time of filing the bill.
Upon issue joined and tried by the court, it was found that after
due proceedings John V. Barron was appointed assignee, and took
the official assignment of the bankrupt’s estate, Aug. 21, 1877. He
performed the duties of the trust until March 6, 1878, when he
died, and the plaintiff was appointed assignee to succeed Barron
Sept. 13, 1878, and filed this bill April 19, 1880. Barron, the firs
assignee, had full knowledge of the defendants’ title to the land,
and of all deeds and transactions wpon which that title was found-
ed, and took no measures to recover the land for the creditors.
The plaintiff, the present assignee, was not informed of the state
of the title until a short time before the suit was commenced. A
decree for the defendants dismissing the bill was ordered, and the
plaintiff excepted. :




