
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



101v.June, COUNTY.WINCHESTER1886.]

referred theCuAlM, furnished a par-for aid pauper, bycounty
25,Laws, c. s. 10. Factsdecision, Gen.court forties to the upon

agreed.
Llammond, Winchester,in had forLucia a residingpauper

tbefrom and wasreceived relief and county,supportmany years
therefore,and withandliable to more dependent,helplessgrow

town,of the of the was orderedof the overseerthe poorapproval
almshouse,to thecommissioners to be takenthe countyby county

a time whenbe and atsuitable wouldwhere provided,support
removed, and suitable means wereshe could be and properlysafely

to therefused to alms-her removal. Shefor go countyprovided
house, furnished nothereafter was withfor several monthsand

thenrelief, to herself. She becamepublic unable supportthough
tounable be removedand and physicallyhelpless wholly dependent,

almshouse; commissioners claim that thethe and theto county
her nor for the of theis not liable for expenditurecounty support,

her, of the offer of atsince her refusaltown in supporting support
the almshouse.county

for theH. Brigham,W. plaintiffs.

Dole, solicitor, for the defendants.Edmund P.

Bingham, commissioners make all needfulJ. County may reg-
of toand orders for the removal theulations county paupers county

or to other them and no townany place by designated;poor-farm,
for the ofbe entitled toshall compensation support anyany county

order, (x. L.,to with suchafter notice and complypauper neglect
25,e. 6. understand from the case that when the orders. We of

almshouse,the it was an orderremoval was made to withincounty
statute, made, and the in a condi-the and properly placed county

for her It howevernot to be thention charged support. appears
almshouse,to to the and forthat the refused severalgopauper

relief,nothe order she receivedmonths publicfollowing though
herself, when she becameunable to de-support helpless, wholly

;moved thereunable to be and' theand ques-pendent, physically
is, continued in force after thetion the order inwhether change

town,no aid as a from the orher condition. She received pauper
order; fact,source, in sheother after the her-from supportedany

friends,resources, with aid of her forfrom her own the severalself
failed,months, and means and she mustwhen her strength wholly

does not whether sheaid or It was thenhave appearpublic perish.
moved, continued toor that she still have sufficientto bewilling

a This was such ato to or dissent from removal.mind assent change
to hercondition and the case thatin her circumstances relating

not tothe bar her tothe order of commissioners right sup-ought
case,It was a new anda newon substantiallyport application.

and decided it. Ifshould have heard hadthe commissioners they



v.102 BAKER BEERS. [Sullivan,

this, aid havesuitable would been furnished.done undoubtedly
is liable.The county

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

Croydon a.& a. 3 inv. No.School-DistrictLoverin &

43,1885, a is theWhen, duringof c. school-district abolishedby Laws
action it for the determination of the contestedof an againstpendency

successor,school-house, thecorporateits the defendant’soflocation
interest,in made a de-the should bedistrict, being defendanttown

record, an to behave notice andand should opportunityfendant of
heard.

Equity, ofthe afor an collectioninjunctionBill in against
tax, on aand the of a school-housebuildingschool-district against

committee, a decree theschool and fora requiringselectedlot by
on lot the commis-another selectedto be built by countyhouse

the court.foundFactssioners. by

Parker, forand H. theA. S. Wait W. plaintiffs.

J. forand M. the defendants.Shirley,L. W. Barton

Doe, trial, district No. 3 has been abolished byJ. Since theC.
district,43, now defendant inThe town theLaws 1885. beingc.

location, madeschool-house should be aon the ofinterest question
record, andand should have notice anof opportunitydefendant

the for anmove at trial termheard. The mayto be plaintiffs
notice; the case continued.and and isamendment

J., not othersClark, did sit: the concurred.

v.Baker Beers.

bythere must be some repudiationTo constitute a conversion of goods
the or overof owner’s some exercise of dominionright,the defendant

suchthem him inconsistent withby right.

Trover, twelve of tried the court. The courtfor tons hay; by
for the the defendantfound and excepted.plaintiff,


