
December, POWERS v. SULLIVAN. 2751884.]

of tbe as well as tbe of tbe will. A ofproperty by language bequest
tbe own note could not form a for herlegatee’s provision support,

nor unless she was of out ofdirectly indirectly, possessed property
could be enforced. If nowhich she hadpayment property except

attachment,such as is law from as an toby aid herexempt sup-
worthless;it bewould so that theport, more she instoodentirely

of theneed assistance less could she obtain from such a gift.
The clause the isnote to be construed as if itrespecting were a

will,distinctand item in the and the next clauseseparate as if the”“words for her for lifesupport followed the wordimmediately ”“ “also,” and the of the words I andellipsis weregive bequeath
“read,so as to also Isupplied and for hergive bequeath support

sum,”for the &c.life
theJudgment for defendants.

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

SULLIVAN.

CountyPowers & a. v. andof Sullivan Town of
Grantham.

is not liable forThe costs incurred in offencescounty prosecuting against
the of towns on the ofpolice selectmen.complaint

This case the whether thepresented town ofagreed question
or of sheriff,the Sullivan is toGrantham liablecounty pay justice,

fees in theand witness of for commonprosecution persons being
drunkards, on of the selectmen of Grantham.complaint The

were found and out theirserved inrespondents sentencesguilty,
the house of correction and but werejail respectively, discharged

the costs.without paying

Solicitor,Ira for theGolly, county.

arrest,Smith, examination,J. “All costs the orlegal attending
offender,of thewhen sameany except is directed orconveyance

state,in the ofcounsel the orwriting commis-approved by county
sioners, L.,shall be the 268,G.paid c. s. 13.by complainant.”
“No such bills of costs criminal beforeproceedings magistrates][in

case,shall be allowed unless an indictment be found in the or the
be instituted the and underprosecution the directionby authority

of the theor solicitor for the Rule 92.attorney-general county.”
Hall and Thornton were ofconvicted an offence theagainst police

L., 269,of towns. c.G. s. A17. ofconvicted such anperson
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fine orto hisand of payproof inabilityoffence may, upon petition
is forselectmen, the town liableandcosts, thebe bydischarged

L., 268,c. s. 11.hisin of G.case inability.his chargesprison
;Concord, N.30 H. 299v. CountyMerrimack CityCounty ofofof

21; v.Somersworth, N. H.38 Countyv. of StraffordStrafford
for the violation ofDover, N. H. —. Fines61 policeCity of

of towns.are for the usé theof of townsor the by-lawsoffences
57,Manchester, 61.49 N. H.j. CityHillsboroughCounty ofof

fortown,the the town liablethe of beingfor usefines beingThe
to dischargeand the selectmen having authoritythe charges,prison

theundertaken tohave notthe imposelegislaturethe prisoner,
the wereunlesssuch uponof county theyprosecutionsexpense

theother than thatsomeor by authority ofapproveddirected
ofthe selectmenthe were madethis case byIn complaintstown.

notGrantham, Thein their official complaintscapacity.acting
state,the for oror counsel theauthorizedbeen approved byhaving

not thecommissioners, is Whetherthe liable.countythe county
isto the a we do not con­questionhad bind townpow.erselectmen

sider.
Case discharged.

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

a.Farwell v. Metcalf &

the paymentof to of the individ-partnership propertyThe appropriation
a is valid the firm.against subsequentof creditors ofpartnerual debts

a referee.foundFacts by

Parker,H. theBaker and W. forD. plaintiff.F.

Faulkner,and forBatchelder theIra defendants.Colby $

Carpenter, The is toJ. action recover the amountbrought
$200, 11, 1882,notedefendant’s for datedof the promissory April

Co.,toon demand H. L. & a com-Barker copartnershippayable
Stone,L. M. P.of H. Barker and and forgiven partnershipposed

itsold to the defendants. When was Barkergiven,property
chose, so,the defendants tothat if to domight, they payagreed

firm,to from the$81.84 due and deductone F. that amounthim.
note irí case shouldthe it. Tenfrom afterwardsthey pay days

sold, in the ofand name the firm the theindorsed note toBarker
in of his individual debt. is notItpayment preexistingplaintiff,

donethat this was with fraudulent intent. wasanyfound Stone


