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theIt not a defence of whichinterest. is thereforethe Netting
himself, the notethat when Chellisavail boughtcandefendant

release, hefrom a whereinhe received Barneyand mortgage
he would refrain from criminalinstituting prosecu-thatstipulated

theuponforNutting having placed mortgagestions against
the ofexistence prior mortgages.without specifyingproperty

court, hein thean amendmentprocures superiorIf the plaintiff
the for the amount receiveddefendanthave againstjudgmentmay

thethen due onless the balancesale of thethe property,from
sale; thereof the otherwiseand the expensesdebtlien reasonable

defendant, canthe and the plaintiff proceedforwill be judgment
if he desires.anew

Case discharged.

noJ., at the and tookChase, not partwas present argument
the others concurred.in the decision:

Coös,
7,April 1903.

County.v. CoösWilson

voluntarily aaid furnished toan individual forcounty liable tois notA
pauper.

of Heath fromthe board OctaviaAssumpsit, recover forto
1899, 1, Trial the court. Trans-16, 1901. byto MayJanuary

term, 1902, the courtof byNovember superiorthefromferred
J.Young,

a care forworth one dollar toreasonably dayto befoundwasIt
facts,done; other whichhad but upontheas plaintiffOctavia

a for thein the verdict was orderedopinion,sufficiently appear
defendants, to the exception.plaintiff’ssubject

for the plaintiff.F. Inbby,Jesse

Rich, for the defendants.and ChamberlinParsonsI.James ‡

of the defendantBingham, seeks to recoverThe plaintiffJ.
1,16, 1899, toHeath from January MayMissofthe boardfor

on the that shedollarof one1901, per day, groundthe rateat
the defendant wasfor whose supporta county pauperthenwas

1898,November,in the plaintiff,thatIt appearschargeable.
theto ofthe overseersHeath was living, appliedMisswhomwith
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aid,town of Gorham for andof the was them onepoor paid by
16,a half a week fordollar and her down tosupport theJanuary

withan theoverseers commissionersunderstandinghaving county
for furnished,that the town should be reimbursed aid thus not

week,and a a ifone dollar half the was liableexceeding county
Thefor her reimbursed the town for thesesupport. county

commissioners, 16,thebut toexpenditures; prior January having
convinced that Miss Heath was not abecome notified thepauper,

of the to that effect andoverseers refused further aid.poor They
that, ifalso notified the the wasplaintiff forcounty responsible

Miss Heath’s he could or would take her to thesupport, they
farm.county

It is not found that the commissioners to theagreed pay plain­
tiff for her and the that she was not asupport; finding pauper
when the to the overseers forplaintiff applied assistance in
November, 1898, the contract in Wilson,v.(if reported Leighton

598,N H. be70 should construed to mean that the wasplaintiff
entitled to retain a dollar and a half a week-foronly her support

of the sum himout from herbyreceived under that agreement)
would seem to be forunimportant, thatnotwithstanding finding
she been ahave on 16may pauper orJanuary thereafter.

however, that she was aAssuming, the inpauper during period
the iscontroversy, question whether anpresented individual can

recover from a for aid furnished acounty incounty thepauper,
absence of an express agreement.

“It inis well settled this state that the of towns andliability
forcounties the of the is . . .support poor andstatutory,

”that, claim,however the thereequitable can be no inrecovery
the absence of a statute therefor.providing v.CountyStrafford

37, 38;N. H.71County, v.Plymouth 361;68 N. H.County,
Meredith v. 3 N H. 80. No statuteCanterbury, has been called

attention,to our and we none,know of a town or amaking
liable to an individual forcounty furnished tosupport a pauper

without Mace 52;v.request. 1 N. H.Nottingham, Otis v.
10 N. H. 352.Strafford,

The a inwas volunteerplaintiff the inproviding support ques-
tion, and cannot recover of the therefor.county

overruled.Exceptions
All concurred.
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