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him the jurydefendant told to board in manner. If thehold this
believed, they reasonablyso plaintiffcould the not inconclude was

following givenfor Theyfault the instructions him. also findcould
the in givingdefendant was fault for instructions.such

Exceptions overruled.
All concurred.

Hillsborough,
May 2, 1922.

County Hillsborough County.v.Merrimack

byS., 85, 9, county1903, 67, 3,Under P. s.c. as amended Laws s. the inc. which
county chargeablepauper yeara has last for theresided one in last five is for

county duringpreviouslyrelief and not another hadwhich furnished him relief
a ofresidence therein less than three months.

Petition, topraying judgment countythe court revise the of the
of Hillsborough countycommissioners the of Merri-rejecting claim

forcountymack relief a pauper. pauperfurnished The moved to
countyMerrimack in 1914 and July, 1918,resided there until when

Hillsborough county,she moved to where she resided until November
year.of countythat She then tomoved Cheshire where she resided

1919,until January, when cameshe to Manchester to visit relatives.
there, appliedWhile county givenshe to for reliefthe and was two

in daysdollars. She left aManchester few and went to Warner and
applied to forcounty relief,Merrimack supported byand was that
county December,until some time in 1919.

court, Allen, J.,The question liabilitythe oftransferred the of Hills-
borough county for support pauperthe of the ruling,without a from

September term, 1921,the superiorof the court.

Rainie, (byHerbert plaintiff.W. solicitor brief orally),and for the

George Haselton, solicitor,I. for the defendant.

Young, countyJ. Merrimack the pauperis in which the had
last year, five,resided for one in appliedthe last at the time she to

relief;it for consequently chargeablewas supportit with her not-
withstanding by Hillsborough countyshe had been aided within
a year; for had in countyshe not resided that for three months at the

S.,time the was P. 85, 9,relief furnished. c. s. as byamended Laws
1903, 67,c. s. 3.



Dean.Cook Co.- v.388 Lumber [80

county, mightwords, HillsboroughIn'other as have recovered
notcounty money gave pauper,from the it the hadsheMerrimack

by'that meaning,county year,been aided' within one within the of.
9, countyterm as in s.- to forthat used when she Merrimackapplied

relief.
Petition dismissecL

A1Íconcurred.

Hillsborough,
May 2, 1922.

Co. v. E.F. D. Cook Walter Dean & Tr’s.Lumber

propertyquit given'by of to the of his whoto vendor' véndeéA.notice the tenant
purchase'pricepart of does notfor a the establish-that theis vendeeindebted

property-Atpossessionof accrued,thethe the time rent and in trusteenotinwas
chargeableprocess for accrued rent at thethe tenant is the suit of the vendee’s

•.claimant,against vendor, thereof.as the ascreditor '.

sold,'Assumpsit,/-for'.goods appearance by'There no the-was
of inas the thedefendant intervened claimant fundsbut.one*Rice

prove.tends to Riceof 'the The evidence that' sold-hands trustees.
defendantland.in'May,.1920, $6200, p'aid monthly-for into.be forthe

each, tó.payand in addition hefiftyof dollars was interestpayments
taxes, andthe insurancepurchase price, water-rates.theon

possession propertytheof at thedefendant took time.theThe
.possession,the madeand' has since but' hastirade .was retainedmade

■■■-'since'October,-1920.to Ricepayments,no
-buildingstalcing .possession* .defendant rented. Soon' the. -.theafter

they paidtrustees and the rentpremises suitto-the himin'this.on'the
- Augustnotified theJuly claimant20,'.-1921'.. tenants-onprior Thetd

thirty date,in -on-1921; quit, premises- days that andthe from2, tó
inthey súmmohed trustees suit..August-18 were as this

J:, SeptemberBranch, term, 1921,from-the theby- ofTransferred
court-on', aexception judgment chargingto'thesuperior' .claimant’s

•'trustee's.the

Moran, plaintiff.for.& theWasori

Kittredg'e,E. for'theclaimáiit.'Walter.


