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be,intended it their mistake one of andshould is law notalthough
;44 440,of fact. Kennard v. N. H. v.446 LeachGeorge, Noyes,

367; Glines,364, 160;v. 4245 N. H. Brown N. H. McCone v.
Courser, 506, 508; Graves,64 N. v. ;H. 19 Conn. 548Northrop

Anderson, 139;v. 21Stedwell Conn. Bank v.Woodbury Savings
517,Co.,Oak 529.Charter Ins. 31 Conn.

If had fact no to thein receive theRogers authority application,
result is the same. the thecertificate defendants rati­By issuing
fied his action in the received the benefittaking application. They

from the of feesby his admissionresulting andpayment Gigar
assessments. cannot the of bene­They adopt part Rogers’s doings

them,ficial to the rest. Withand the benefitreject mustthey
the burden. are with ofaccept They chargeable knowledge Rog­

ers’s and with notice of all material facts known torepresentations
Blanchard, 145,him. 149;13 N. H. v.Hovey v. Baxter,Beckwith

3 N. H. 67.
A certificate be made to amay properly member’spayable

administrator. an is notSuch inconsistent withappointment the
declared of the association. It be thatobject itmay by making
so a member can as as otherwise securepayable effectually assist-
ance and relief histo His creditors be thebeneficiary. may per-
sons.for whom he wishes to provide.

law,Whether the at rendered before thejudgment plaintifflong
discovered the facts which his claimupon for reliefpresent is
founded, is a bar to this Wood,action v. 3 416,Johns. Ch.(Sanger

v. Co.,Washburn Great Western Ins. 114 Mass. is a175), question
which need not be determined. The bejudgment may vacated

the inupon motion the trialplaintiff’s court, and therethereupon
will be a

Decree the plaintiff.for

Blodgett, JJ.,Clark and did not sit: the others concurred.

v.Franklin Needle Co. Franklin.

53,Laws,under s. 10,The of a c. tovote town Gen. fromexempt taxa-
which be erected a specifiedtion establishmentany may by manufactur-

same,inthe used thecapitaland hasing company, operating the effect to
the onwhich a is erected for thatbuildinglandexempt purpose, although

before been taxed.it had

Petition, offor taxes assessed inabatement 1887. 17,July
1886, “thetown that town thethe voted Franklinexempt Needle

the term ten onfrom for oftaxation yearsCompany establish-any
them,erected and thement be used inwhich by capitalmay oper-
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same, wool, wood, iron,for the cotton,the manufacture ofating
$10,000material, sumor other the of be invested inany providing

establishment, capitaland thesuch same.”operating
10, 1886, vote,on thethe faith' of the realplaintiffs,Aug. bought

$2,250,of the value ofestate in Franklin which had been thereto-
town, 1, 1887,in the and beforefore taxed inApril expended

$85,000.thereon The tax in was assessedquestionimprovements
at itsthe estate fair value the im-real appraisedupon excluding

provements.

Foster, for theL.W. plaintiffs.

Barnard,B.and for the defendants.HardySanborn §•

voted toBingham, J. The town fromexempt plaintiffsthe
tenterm of on establishmentthe whichyearsfor anytaxation

them, and the used in theerected by capitalbe operatingmight
wool,cotton, iron,wood,of or otherthe manufacture anyforsame

gum $10,000 beof invested in suchmaterial, the estab-providing
the same. On the faith of thisoperatingand capitallishment

Franklin,real estate in hadwhich beenboughtthe plaintiffsvote
$2,250, inand ‘ontaxed, of itexpended improvementsthe valueof

nine months after the isthe next vote. It admit-$35,000 within
are from taxation under theexemptedthe improvementsted that

is, whether the real estatesubmitted is alsoThe questionvote.
the theno reason for realwhy paidWe moneysee.exempted.

lumbpr,much as the foras paidmoneywas not exempted,estate
taxed,Franklin,in thatbrick, boughtmaterial previouslyotheror

estatereal and establishment. Ittheof plaintiffs’abecame part
town, itwhen used in its votethethat substantiallytruebemust
statute, itused in the insense which theof thethe language

did, it that theis did notapparentand legislaturelegislature
between that wasdistinction taxed ina propertymaketointend

vote, not,and that wasthe which ittime of forthetown at
of establishments in town inexistingexemptiontheauthorized

inuse, if as well asin thoseput operation,not pro-thoseanduse
of the statute toOne was enablepurposeerected.to beposed

to erect thereincapitalistsforeign manufacturinginducetotowns
them for a while from taxation. Theexemptingbyestablishments
would home an ad-givethe defendants capitalistsofcontention

defeat this intention of the law.essentiallywouldthatvantage
estate,establishment.the realstatutory TheexemptedvoteThe

erection andfor its a ofmadeoperation,necessary partreasonably
Boston,the vote. Church v.Trinity 118withincomesit, and

164.Mass.
Tax abated.

sit: the others concurred.Carpenter, J., notdid


