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is, that the sales for the taxes of 1879 and 1880conclusionOur
the setfor the omission of selectmen to down thewere invalid

of acres in the collector’s lists. This result makes it un-number
the otherto consider exceptions.necessary

theJudgment plaintiff.for

Allen, J.,J., notDoe, and did sit: the othersC. concurred.

& a.v.Bancroft Conant

A bill in for the removal of a cloud the title to realuponequity estate
in the naturewithin the of the court is of a injurisdiction proceeding

rem and local in its and the courtcharacter, having ofjurisdiction the
suit,of athe notice attestedsubject-matter given by duly incopiy

1883, a22, legalwith Laws of c. is serviceconformity upon non-res-
ident parties.

Equity,BrLL IN to cloudremove a the title to realupon estate
in Bath in this to have been saidcounty, alleged conveyed by

wife, defendant,to hisConant who is the other in fraud of his
creditors, of whom the claims to be one. The bill wasplaintiff

8, 1886,filed the usual orderand of noticeFebruary issued. Ser-
vice was made the defendants inseasonably upon Massachusetts

them m hand an attested of the bill andgiving orderby copy of
order,notice thereon in with the but nocompliance service was

in thismade state. The defendants were residents of Massachu-
setts. The defendants and moved toappeared specially, dismiss

of denied,for want service. Motion and thelegal defendants ex-
cepted.

Remich,Aldrich for the plaintiff.&

forBingham, Batchellor,Mitchells the defendants.&

Clark, J. This is a bill in to remove a cloudequity upon the
title to real estate within the of the court.jurisdiction It is in

ofthe nature a in rem and inlocal itsproceeding character, and
the court has theof of thejurisdiction subject-matter controversy.

forActions the of real or for theproperty,recovery determination
therein, local,of an interest are and titles andconflicting rights to

the of lands must bepossession ordinarily determined theby
lie;ofcourts the state the landswherein and whether the relief is

at common law or in the rule ofsought chancery, jurisdiction
Wait, Land,Title to& s.equally 465.applies. Sedg. When the
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arise in a orcause of action can it isparticular place county,only
Co., 525, 530; Sanborn,v. v.local. Lake 25 N. H.Worster White

N. H. 220. title to tbe land is in this6 Tbe involved case as
quareas it is in an action of clausum or a writtrespassessentially

and tbe courts of the state haveof of the realentry, jurisdiction
state,within the the title to which is and deter­property regulated

mined the laws of the state. The court ofby having jurisdiction
action,the cause of the service was sufficient. “In caseany brought

court,in be served and notice at­givenany process may by duly
When notice is otherwise thantested given by publishingcopy.

1883,it, fourteen be sufficient.” Lawsor notice shallposting days’
c. 22.

overruled.Exceptions

Blodgett Carpenter, JJ., did not sit: the others con-and
curred.

HaydenSimonds v. and Lucas.

that the writ the officerA dismiss on the commandsgroundmotion to
defendant, his isgoods,the of the and' also to attachhodyto arrest

forthat a motion to the writdenied when it appears quashproperly
term, bill of exceptionsat the return and nocause was madethe same

therefor.that motion was filed within the time limitedthe denial ofto

Trover, found thecords of wood. Factsfor byeighty-five
stated.court, need not bewhich

of thethe officer to arrest the bodieswrit commandedThe
estate; todefendants, their or attach theor to attach alsogoods

&c., Lucas in the hands and of Cyrusof Taylor.possessionmoney,
arrested, Lucas theand bail. The funds of inwas gaveHayden

writterm of thewere attached. At the returnofhands Taylor
the writ.and moved to quashthe defendants appeared specially,

denied, the defendants’and an order made thatmotion wasThe
thatbe filed in ten It did not appear theybill of exceptions days.
trial,term, thethis and before thethe order. Atwithcomplied

served arrestmoved to dismiss because the writ was bydefendants
denied, and theof The motion wasattachment property.and by

defendants excepted.

Chase,for theFling plaintiff.&

Dearborn,and K. E. for the defendants.BarnardDaniel

ofBingham, was taken to the denial tbeNoJ. exception


