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thatwith, detention of another’sor goodsasportation,meddling
themselves anActs which ofto a conversion. implyamounts
over,to, of dominion another’sof title or a prop­assertion right

conversion,sale, it, beor destruction of aa mayas letting,erty,
;his but actsthe defendant has mistaken rightsalthough honestly

of orsuch assertion titlewhich do not of themselves rightimply
arenot sustain an action of trover unlessof dominion will they

the orthe intention of ownerdone with permanentlydepriving
Manchester, 273;v. 133 Mass.of thetemporarily property. Spooner

Nonfeasance, of8 & actsv. M. W. 540. neg­Fouldes Willoughby,
contract, alone, inthe of a will notor breach gen­standingligence,

; v.Bowlin v. 10 Cush. 416 Healderal effect a conversion. Nye,
402;977; N. EatonB. Wentworth v. 48 H.11 C. McDuffie,Carey,

235;Hill, Hubbard,N. v. 25 N. H. 67.v. 50 H. Woodman
hisof the here of ismisconduct defendantThe complainedonly

with aThis of itself was not inconsistentor non-action.delay,
•the defendant of the title andfull rightplaintiff’srecognition by

dominion, is toand it with no evidenceof accompanied tending
of to the'intention on the the defendantshow an part deprive

dominion,title or either orof his tempora-permanentlyplaintiff
mere breach of contract.It was at most a the Standingrily.

alone, tends to a to theit no more prove plaintiffpurpose .deprive
to horse as he had-his than would a feed theof neglectproperty,

to the contract for its use. Theor a refusal pay priceagreed,
law,declared,be as matter of to be even a breach'ofcannotdelay

of the must so con-The bethe contract. language agreement
the and intention of thestrued as to effectuate par-understanding

thedid not understand that to water or feedties. They stopping
harness,horse, ormend the broken or ato requiredwagon stopping

for would be a violation ofreasonable necessity any purpose,by
hour,of thethe contract. a half an ar-Whether delay awaiting

friend, under all the neces-rival of a was chcumstances reasonably
of fact.is a questionsary,

thethe evidence could not find areported,Upon jury properly
conversion, and there must be

theJudgment,for defendant.

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

Watkins v. Arms.

mere security,A terms,ofconveyance absolute inproperty but in fact a
is fraudulent and void against creditors,as the grantor’s noalthough
fraud was intended.



v. [Cheshire,COUNTY.100 WINCHESTER

banka transfer ofannul a deed of land andEquity, toBill in
stock.

state, the1885, of this attachedcitizen2, the aMarch plaintiff,
and, lev-stock, obtained aand having judgment,land subsequently

9, 1885,Marchof A. S. Watkins.as theied themupon property
in court of Windhaminsolvencyhis thefiledWatkins petition

debtorVermont, that an insolventcourtwas adjudgedcounty, by
1885, all was21, the same his .estate conveyedand onMarch day

state, towhich, relatesdeed, the law of thathisto byassignee by
citizensand areThe defendant Watkinsthe date of the petition.

of Vermont.
insolvent, and indebted17, 1884, thenWatkinsOctober being

$2,838.72, to the defendantsumthe in the ofto defendant gave
The$3,775.49 to secure itsand a payment.his note for mortgage

wife,his wholands to joinedcovered certain belongingmortgage
24, 1885, defendant, atthewith him in the Februarymortgage.

andtheher fromreleased mortgage,the wife’s propertyrequest,
it, Watkins, orintentwith noas forin of and a substituteplace

creditors, anthe defendantto hinder hisor delay gavepurpose
land, stock intransfer of the bankof and a likeabsolute deed the

for debt.him as theto be held security mortgagequestion, by
Faulkner, for the plaintiff.B. Lovell and Batchelder &

the defendant.Vermont), forC. B. Eddy (of

theCarpenter, are not affectedThe byJ. plaintiff’s rights
Mason, 64 N. H.in Vermont. v.Perleyproceedingsinsolvency

10,H. cases cited.; Mason, N. andv. 646 Carbee
to defendantthe land bank stock theandThe ofconveyance

Watkins,terms, was a merein but in fact security.was absolute
todebt was entitled aof the reconvey-mortgageupon payment

trust, law,in nofraudulentis a secret and thoughance. This
577,v. 63 N. H. andStrattonin fact intended. Putney,fraud was

cases cited.
Decree the plaintiff.for

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

County.v. CheshireWinchester

commissioners, Laws, 25, 6,under c. s. forcountythe Gen.byAn order
almshouse,of a to the is notcounty pauper countyremoval whichthe

the refusal be notremoved,with of to doespauper’sbecausecomplied
to theliabilitythe from town in-which thecounty pauperdischarge

him a newafterwards furnishedsupport upon application,resides for
arisen.necessity havinga new


