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raiging the license fees was one of the matters to be acted on at
the meeting, it is sufficient. Baker v. Shephard, 24 N. H. 208,
212. The article was in the form prescribed by the act for sub-
mitting the question of its acceptance to the voters (s. 81), with
the addition of the words «and to pass any vote relating thereto.”
As the only matter upon which they could pass in relation to the
act, In addition to accepting its provisions, was raising the fees
prescribed by it, the article gave the voters sufficient notice that
the question of raising fees might be acted on at that meeting.
Brackett v. Melntire, ante, p. 67.

Fceptions overruled.
All concurred.

Belknap,
June 7, 1904,

AsanaN, Ezr'r, v, HARRIMAN 4 a.

In the interpretation of a will, the word ¢ debts *’ held to have been used to
designate the unsecured claims against the estate, and not in the more
restricted sense of ¢ store debts.”

B Kquiry, by the executor of the will of Abbie D. Har-
riman, praying the advice and dircction of the court. The parties
interested in the estate are the widower of the testatrix and her
three children by a former husband. All answered, requesting a
determination of their rights in the estate. Trial at the Novem-
ber term, 1908, of the superior court before Peaslee, J.

Jewell, Owen ¢ Veazey, for the executor.
Beckford § Hibbard, for J. Frank Harriman.
Jewett ¢ Plummer, for the children of the testatrix.

Bineram, J. The controversy in this case relates to the con-
struction of a will wherein the testatrix bequeathed and devised
to her husband, in the words following: ¢« The land which I own

in Lakeport, now used or occupied for bill-boards. . . . Also
. . . the stable on the premises where we reside, upon his pay-
ing the mortgage upon the same. . . . Also . . . the

use and occupancy of the front room in my house, situated on
the lower floor, during his life, or during his residence in Laconia.

Also . . . all the goods or stock of goods in the
store now occupied by him, he paying the debts and upon paying
to each of my children the sum of five hundred dollars.”
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The will contained no other provision for the payment of debts.
The testatrix had three children by her former husband, to whom
she gave the residue of her estate in equal shares. Her estate
consisted of some household furniture, an unimproved tract of
land in Lakeport worth $800, on which her predecessor in title
had placed a mortgage for $500, a homestead worth $2,400 on
which she had placed a mortgage for $500, and a stock of goods
worth $4,000. She owed $600 on the goods, and other unsecured
debts amounting to $1,100.

In the superior court the will was construed and the rights of
the parties defined, as follows: The widower takes a fee in the
Lakeport land; a fee in the barn and so much of the home lot as
lies easterly of the westerly line of the portion of the barn north-
erly from the house, produced to the northerly and southerly
sides of the Jobt; he shall pay all the debts of the decedsed and
pay the children $500 each. The children take the remainder of
the estate in equal shares.

The husband objects to paying the indebtedness of $1,100, and
says that in this particular the superior court erred in construing
the will. He concedes that he should pay the store debts of $600.
The question presented, therefore, is whether the testatrix in-
tended by her will to require the husband to pay the indebtedness
of $1,100, or that the property which she gave the children should
be diminished by that amount.

By the will the testatrix specifically disposed of all her property
except the portion of the home place and the household furniture
which made up the residue of her estate, and which she gave to
the children. To free this residue from lability to pay the mort-
gage on the home place, she provided that the husband should pay
it. The indebtedness upon the Lakeport property was not hers;
hence no necessity for such a provision. The value of the house-
hold furniture is not given, but it is probable that it is less than
the indebtedness of $1,100. In view of these circumstances and
the provision in the will requiring the husband to pay ¢ the debts,”
the weight of competent evidence is in favor of the construction
that the words «the debts” were used to designate the ‘unsecured
debts, and not in the restricted sense of ¢the store debts,” and
that the testatrix did not intend to subject the furniture she had
given the children for their home, and their portion of the home-
stead place which she had freed from the mortgage that was upon
it, to the payment of the indebtedness of $1,100. "

! Lzeeption overruled.

All concurred.




