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Coventryto this. The statute regulatingThere are several answers

Boseawen.creditor, tobail theintending bail,that the chargeprovides
the with the nameofficer,shall execution to anddeliver his

then, the hadIf,of of the bail.residenceplace defendant
tohad admitted asbail,that Rider beennotified the officer

to him name andnot delivered the ofplacethe creditor had
atwould least beof itbail, questionableresidence the

have been thewhether would officerimposed uponany duty
to bail.notice, or make to thegive attemptany charge

is, that it does notAnother answer theappear from case
thewas not togiventhat such information whodeputy had

does there seem to be anyexecution,the nor onground
ofThe return the officer is,to it. that he call-which infer

he was not and thatthere,the and he coulded at notgaol,
does return,not nor is therefind but he evidence; anyhim

heinformation,did not receive that was bailed :he northat
in the declaration that suchany allegationis there informa-

not communicated.wastion
that if in factis,Another answer information was not

if forenquiry,due and this on theupon neglectgiven part
bethe an action sustained for thegaolerof might recovery

would not constitute anof this nor sustaindamages, escape,
in no ofsuit,the which thatgrievance descriptionpresent

is alleged.
theJudgment for defendant.

Coventry vs. Boscawen.

Where, under 1771,the Provincial acts of 1719 and the issued aselectmen
warrant, persons latelythat certain comereciting therein named had to

town,sojourn requiringand in the anddwell the constable to warn them to
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re-did state in hiswho returned that he had but notwarnedCoventry depart, them,

turn the was insuf-warningtime of that thetheir abode in the town—held,Boseawen.
ficient.

to 1796,Prior a a oneresidingsettlement in townmight gainedbe year,by
beingwithout warned to depart.

Assumpsit, for the of Bawley.onesupport Betsey
was ofThere evidence that the was wifethepauper

Methuen,jt\,John who was born in in Massachu-Bawley,
setts, tocamefather, Bawley,His John31. 1752.August

the1773,April,in Boseawen and the of;reside on 27th
a to one of the con-warrantof that town issuedselectmen

hisJohn, “latelywith hadfamily,that saidstables, reciting
town,”and dwell in the and theto sojourn requiringcome

withElizabeth,to warn him and his wife togetherconstable
tothem, The officerchildren, depart, &c.namingthree

but no ofthem,that had warned time theirhe &c.returned
John waswas stated. Said not named in theresidence

warrant.
jr.,of said John Bawley,from the testimonyIt appeared

time after he wasin until somethat he resided Methuen
to in 1774,of Boseawenhe cametwenty-one years age—that

a and was absent months—soldier, eightand enlisted as
ato and lived there littleBoseawen,that he then returned

and wasthan one when he enlisted absentagainmore year,
months, which he returned and resided inaftereighteen

He had nottown or more.years, gained anythat nineteen
that time.settlement since

consent, subjectfor byA was taken the plaintiffs,verdict
thisto the of court.opinion

Bell, for the plaintiffs.

and the defendants.Nesmith, Bartlett, for

of John andGreen, Bawley,J. The the wifeispauper
were madeof course has his settlement. The expenditures

as statuteby requires.and notice theCoventry, given,
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CoventryThe is the settlement ofonly question Johnrespecting
Boscawen.her heBawley, sayhusband. The agained settle-plaintiffs

Boscawen,ment in derived from his father. John Bawley,
the 1773,was a resident infather, in Boscawen and on the

of27th of that was warned with hisApril, year, out, wife,
and all the who wasJohn,children but his son absent. If
this was the father no inproceeding legal, settlementgained
Boscawen. is thatobjected John, son,It the was not nam-
ed in the warrant, not asand warned the otherconsequently
children that underwere. He was at time twenty-one
years of and it wasage, ;not in the town and unne-clearly

Ifcessary to warn him. father nogainedthe settlement,
the son could derive none from him.

objectionBut is to thisthere another whichwarning, is
act, offatal. The thedecidedly provincial 17th of May,

if or1719, provided, any“That person persons cometo
£sojourn or dwell in town within thisany province, or pre-
‘ andthereof,cinct be there received and entertained theby
‘ months,of not beenthree warnedspace having theby
1 other whom theconstable, or selectmenperson shall ap-
‘ leave the and theend,for that topoint place, names of
‘ their abode there,with the time of andsuch whenpersons,
£ them,was returned unto thewarningsuch court ofgiven

such shall besessions, every person‘quarter reputed an
£ oftown,of such or the same,inhabitant and theprecinct
‘ of the in casesame, through sickness, lame-proper charge
£ to in ofcome stand need relief.”ness, otherwise, theyor

140.LawsProv.
three16, 1771,of the monthsJanuarythe act namedBy

to one Prov.year,act was extended Lawsin formerthe
263.

of them stateor neither thewarrant returnThe time
resided in Boscawen.and his had AsfamilyJohn Bawley

of to arequisitesone the preventthe has made thisstatute
ineither the war-this not containedbeingandsettlement,

return, defective; andclearlythis wasor proceedingrant
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Hollister if theconsequently, father was in Boscawen heone year,
Barkley. a wifegained therein,settlement and the of hissettlement

and 1 vs.13,minor children followed. N. H. LoudonR.
D­eering.

But there are other facts oftestimonyfrom thearising
the husband itBawley,John of the which makepauper,
that if hadclearly he no in of hisappear, settlement right

father, he afterwards agained settlement his own right,in
in ofthe town Boscawen.

inSometime after was1775, he had of andage,become
he came as hethere,into thatemancipated, town, and lived

a little more than a instates, year; again, the yearand
he andthere,commenced remained in theresiding1778.

nineteen or more. In neither of saidyears,town instance
does it that he was towarned fromappearresidences depart
and the the law attown, consequently requisitesthe of that

to atime settlement were not with. 6 N.prevent complied
R. 302,H. vs. Barrington.Nottingham

theJudgment plaintiffs.for

Barkley.vs.Hollister

bill,filing ofinjunction has been obtained on the a a generalan it isWhere
answer, bill,in of an allrule, coming denying equityon the the of thethat

injunction will be dissolved.the
rule, where,may exceptions to this from the nature andbe circum-There

case, its injunction.the the court in discretion will continue theofstances
law,ainjunction againstbill suit at in whichprayedthe an theBut where

plaintiff inequitythe the ofto recover of value certain worksoughtdefendant
former, andby allegingthe bill that such work laborperformedlabor theand

partnership,a existed between theperformed for benefit of whichthewas
account; answer hav-partnershiptaken into the theand to beoughtparties,

bill—held, nothing in theequity of the that there wasalling denied the


