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L., 88, s.c. if the district refused tostatute 14),existing (G.ously
lot thethe so selectmenbuild a school-house designated,upon

built, thea tax district forit to be and assess uponprocuremight
towere orIf the school-districtthe permitted abrogateexpense.

commissioners, whichmade the would bea locationdiscontinue by
and to build athe land school-housea refusal to designated,procure

toit, the statutes thecould designed compel pur-they nullifyupon
for a lot the commissioners and theof the land located bychase

Faulkner,v.it of school-house. Holbrooka supra,building upon
316.

thethe the school-houselocation of commission­After by county
1880, after andmade notice theers in legalAugust, hearing,

discontinue thatcould not location makeschool-district andlawfully
it was to bea one at the time done. thedifferent Andattempted

elsewhere,the lot locatedassessment of a tax for andpurchasing
it, cannot bind theschool-houses upon plaintiffs.building Money

athe of a school-house lotfor erection other than theuponraised
a from the theone action ofproper appealdesignated, uponlegally

for anis deemed to be raiseddistrict Marble v.illegal purpose.
School-District,332; v. 85;60 Me. Gustin 10McKenney, Gray

253, this theTax. 254. On ground are entitledplaintiffsCooley
to an abatement.
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Taxes abated.

JJ.,Bingham, did notand sit: the othersSmith concurred.
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a to raise moneyA vote of school-district for the erection of a school-
a lot the oneother than theupon designated byhouse county com-

missioners, aupon from the action ofappeal the district isproper
andunauthorized void.

Clark, J. This action is to recover for labor and ma-brought
inin a school-house school-district No.terials 6 inbuilding Orford.

1880,11, a for in thelocation the school-house district wasAugust
lawfully bydetermined the commissioners on thecounty petition

voters theof location made the district. Ataggrieved by bylegal
district, 4, 1881,of the June it was voted toa ameeting purchase

location, $300lot build a new school-house on a differentand and
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thewas voted for The were chosen a commit-purpose. plaintiffs
the votes into effect. At atee to heldsubsequentcarry meeting,

22, 1881, it was voted to discontinue the location asSeptember
11, 1880,themade commissioners and tocounty Augustby ratify

confirm the votes and acts done at theand heldpassed meeting
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were furnished inseek to recover a school-house on thebuilding
selected the district.location by

299,v. isOrford, ante it decided that the districtIn Stickney
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commissioners wasthe location the for fivebythat binding years,
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on the location established thethan commissioners werewhere by
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location,had no to build a on thatdistrict school-houseThe power

the toauthorize build one. If the district ownedor to plaintiffs
land, could not raise or forthe they lawfully appropriate money

of a school-house it. The no author-district hadthe erection upon
the for thatto assess tax-payers purpose.ity

district,votes of the void from lack of cor-being absolutelyThe
confirmation,ofwere and noincapable subsequentpower,porate

or could to theof ratification acceptance give validity plain-acts
the district had no .toIf authorize theclaim. power buildingtiffs’
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acceptance.subsequent
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been to contribute to the ofrequiredwhich have constructionTowns
town, 55, 1,in another under c. s. thebridgesand of Com-highways

he to contributeStatutes, may therequired repairingtowardspiled
4,rebuilding 72,and the same under c. s.bridges, ofsame highways
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