
PUBLIC NOTICE 

FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN, 

NOTICE OF FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN 

AND 

WRIT OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY, 

The 28th day of September, 1984, 

TRANSLATION 

Wells v. Pierce, 27 N.H. 503,512 (N.H. 1853); 
"Equity, as a great branch of the law of their native country (England), was brought over by the colonists, 
and has always existed as a part of the common law, in its broadest sense, in New Hampshire." 

Pursuant to Constitution of New Hampshire, Part 2, Article 90, Law and Statutes, Continuance; 
Art 90. [Existing Laws Continued if Not Repugnant.] All the laws which have heretofore been adopted, used, 
and approved, in the Province, colony, or State of New Hampshire, and usually practiced on in the Courts of 
Law, shall remain and be in full force, until altered and repealed by the Legislature; such parts thereof only 
excepted, as are repugnant to the rights and liberties contained in this Constitution: Provided that nothing 
herein contained, when compared with the twenty-third article in the Bill of Rights, shall be construed to 
affect the laws already made respecting the persons, or estates of absentees. 

Regarding Common Law Trademark; NH RSA 350-A:14 Common Law Rights 

NOTICE TO 

ALL ENTITIES WHO MAY CLAIM INTEREST NOW OR AT SOME TIME IN THE FUTURE OR PAST, 

and ALL PERSONS KNOWN AND UNKNOWN WHO MAY BE SIMILARLY SITUATED, AND ALL 
OTHER CONCERNED PARTIES, 

You are hereby notified that a FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN, WRIT OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL, 

PERSONAL PROPERTY AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY, is now in effect on Personal property and 

intellectual property, now ofrecord in the name of William Joseph Goulette, as the owner, and, William Joseph 

Goulette, the LIENOR on property located in County of Hillsborough, State of New Hampshire, and commonly 

known as WILLIAM JOSEPH GOULETTE and more specifically and legally described as: 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

WILLIAM JOSEPH GOULETTE d.b.a WILLIAM JOSEPH GOULETTE, PMA, WILLIAM JOSEPH 

GOULETTE, LLC, WILLIAM J GOULETTE, WILLIAM GOULETTE and any other variation thereof; 

DOB: September 20th, 1966 

CERTIFICATE OF LIVE BIRTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE# 128-66-008412 

CERTIFICATE OF LIVE BIRTH, NASHUA NEW HAMPSHIRE,# 10-3, 29-111 

CERTIFICATE OF BIRTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE,# 1966008412 

COPY of this FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN, WRIT OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL 

PROPERTY, together with all intangible and tangible property, improvements and appurtenances to the same 

belonging or in anywise appertaining thereunto, and the reversion/s, remainder/s, rents, issues and profits 

thereof, and every part thereof; AND also all the estate, allodial rights, titles, interest use, possession, property 

right claims and demands whatsoever of the grantors, in and to the premises herein described, and every part 

and parcel thereof, with the appurtenances, has also been filed in Hillsborough County and County of 

Hillsborough, State of New Hampshire: 

TO HA VE AND TO HOLD all and singular the premises herein described, together with the appurtenances, 

unto the grantees and the grantees' proper use and benefit forever under the protection of the "law of the land." 

Pursuant to that certain agreement between William Joseph Goulette, the owner of the property, and William 

Joseph Goulette, the LIENOR, CLAIMS THE ATTACHMENT OF THE FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN, 

WRIT OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY, is in the amount of; FIFTY MILLION 

DOLLARS and no/100 dollars($ 50,000,000.00) 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF 

Writs of "Attachments" are but another form of Federal Common Law Lien and supersede Mortgages and 

Equity Liens, Drummond Carriage v. Mills, 74 NW 966; Hewitt V Williams, 47 La Ann 742, 17 So 269; Carr v. 

Dali 19 SE. 235; McMahon v. Lundin, 58 N.W. 827; and may be satisfied only when paid and/or property is 

taken in lieu of the monetary value and fully satisfied by said taking of property. As expressed in Whiteside v 

Rocky Mountain Fuel Co., 101 F2d 765 at 769, it is a right extended to a person to retain that which is his 

possession belonging to another, until the demand or charge of the person in possession is paid or satisfied. 
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The ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court in Rich v. Braxton, 158 US 375, specifically forbids judges from 

invoking Equity Jurisdiction to remove Common Law Liens or similar "Clouds of Title" Furthermore, even if a 

preponderance of evidence displays the lien to be void or voidable, the Equity Court still may not proceed until 

the Moving Party ask for, and comes" To Equity," with "Clean Hands," based on the "Clean Hands Doctrine" 

and "Power of Estoppel," Trice v. Comstock, 57 CCA 646; West v. Washburn, App. Div. 460, NY Supp. 230. 

CAVEAT 

Whoever attempts to modify, circumvent and/or negate this Common Law Writ of Attachment, shall be 

prosecuted pursuant to title 42, U.S. Code, Sections 1983, 1985 and 1986 and punishable under the penalties of 

the Common Law at Law and applicable sections of Title 18, U.S. Code. 

Any official who attempts to modify or remove this Common Law Lien, in the form of Writ of Attachment;, is 

fully liable for damages at law, pursuant to the mandatory rulings of the U.S. SUPREME COURT in Butz v. 

Economou, 438 US 495; 98 S CT 2894; Bell v. Hood, 327 US 196; Bivens v. Unknown Agents of Federal 

Bureau ofNarcotics, 493 F 2d 718; and Belknap v. Schild, 161 US 10. 

This Federal At Law Lien. in the form of a Writ of Attachment, shall be valid. notwithstanding any other 

provision of Statute or Rule, regarding the form or content of a "Notice of Lien," nor shall it be dischargeable 

for one hundred (100) years, nor extinguishable due to Lienor' s death, whether accidental or purposely; it shall 

be dischargeable only by Lienor, Lienor's Heirs, Assigns, or Executors upon payment in full of said Lien in the 

form of "Gold or Silver" (or any other valuable consideration at the sole discretion of the Lienor.) This Lien is 

made to secure Rights Pursuant to Article IV, Section 4, the First; Fourth, Fifth, Ninth and Tenth Amendments 

to the United States Constitution. Demand is made upon all Public Officials under penalty of Title 42, U. Code, 

Section 1986, not to modify or remove this Lien in any manner. 

JUDICIAL NOTICE 

THIS COURT IS HEREBY NOTICED that pursuant to U.S. Supreme Court case Hafer v. Melo, No. 90-681, 

November 1991, any judicial actions that violate the constitutional guaranteed rights of individuals may be used 

as a cause of action in civil litigation against those performing said acts, without any form of immunity. CIVIL 

RIGHTS- Immunity: State Officials sued in their individual capacities are "persons" subject to suit for damages 

under 42 USC 1983; Eleventh Amendment does not bar such suits in Federal Court (Hafer v. Melo, No. 90-681, 

November 1991 ), page 4001. State and/or local officials sued in their individual capacities are "persons" subject 

to suits for damages under Title 18, U.S. Code. 
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STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH 

AFFIDAVIT 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this 28th day of September, 1984, did personally appear, William 
Joseph Goulette, the owner of the property, and William Joseph Goulette, the Lienor, who being first personally 
and duly sworn/affirmed, does depose and say that the information contained in this forgoing Common Law 
Lien, Writ of Attachment on Real and Personal Property is true and accurate. 

FURTHER AFFIANTS SA YETH NAUGHT. 

~ -Trustee 
William Joseph oltletteOwner Willi~ lienor 

-Trustee 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
State of New Hampshire 
County of Hillsborough 

The forgoing Notice of Federal Common Law Lien. Federal Common Law Lien. And Writ of Attachment on 
Real, Personal Property and intellectual property, was acknowledged before me this 28th day of September, 
1984, by, the OWNER OF THE PROPERTY, William Joseph Goulette, and by William Joseph Goulette, THE 
LIEN OR, who are personally known to me or who produced identification proving to be the individuals 
executing this document. 

___________ Signature 

___________ SEAL 

NEW HAMPSHIRE SHORT FORM INDIVIDUAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENT (NH RSA 456-B:8) 

Title of Document: FEDERAL COMMON LAW LIEN AND NOTICE OF FEDERAL COMMON LAW 
LIEN, WRIT OF ATTACHMENT ON REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY Number of Pages: four (4). Date 
of the Document: the 28th day of September 1984, Signerls on document: William Joseph Goulette, Owner of 
the Property, and William Joseph Goulette, Lienor, Classification of Document as it pertains to the intent of 
William Joseph Goulette: Doing Foreign Business in a Foreign Venue and union. Respectfully submitted in the 
Name of Justice on this 3rd day of September in 19 

Isl -Trustee , OWNER __________ ......,,...;..c:.,.,,.£--,.L--.,,..""----',..£._-------- 

~--== - Trustee , LIENOR Isl 
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OJ' 
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BY 'WILLlill L. POSTER. 
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502 STRAFFORD, 

Roberta: "· Peany. 

he puts any there, must be without profit, and he must lose 
not only his share of the mill and flowage, bot his money 
paid to rebuild the dam. At that rate no man could be ex 
pected to advance his money or redeem bis right, and the 
plaintiff's right, for which the defendants say be has been 
offered from two hundred twenty-five to two hundred seven 
ty dollars, would be effectually transferred to the defendants 
for nothing. To them it holds its full value, for they can 
use it, bot he cannot. 
The position that by a decree in favor of the plaintiff, the 

defendants must lose their interest, rests on the assumption 
that they have no remedy but by application to the select 
men, and if they cannot make such an order as is here re· 
lied upon, the defendants are without relief. But we do 
not so understand the law. This court bas very broad 
equitable jurisdiction in relation to the concerns of joint 
tenants and tenants in common, and we understand it to be 
a part of the usual duty of courts of equity to decide upon 
and adjust the jarring claims of such cotenants. 1 'Stor. 
Eq. Jur, ~ 505. And we think it clear that in cases where 
selectmen are not authorized to act, this court bas all neces 
sary jurisdiction, and the powers to settle many questions 
which a tribunal of limited statutory powers would find it 
impossible to adjust. 

Our conclusion, then, is, that where the owners of mills, 
as joint tenants, or tenants in common, or any of them, have 
lost the right to the water power necessary to operate them, 
whether the control of the water power is in the hands of 
one of their own mimber or of a stranger, the joint or com 
rnon interest in the mill dam or miU, within the Revised 
Statutes, bas ceased; there must in this case be a decree for 
the plaintiff. 
Upon an intimation by the court that they would not deem 

it necessary to Injoin the defendants from rebuilding the 
mill, if the defendant, Peavey, should execute and deliver to 
the clerk, for the use of the ,plaintiff, the leases set up in the 
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W elll •· l'lerco. 

answer ; this was done, and the fact eet forth in a snpple 
mentary answer, and a decree was entered up declaring the 
order of the selectmen to be unauthorized and not binding 
~p~n the plaintiff, and injnining the defendants to set up or 
Insist npon that order. 

WELLS "· PIERCE, 

If th~ o'.""or kDo~ogly 11&nd by &I lhe 11alo of hi, properly by anolher, ,.ithoat 
ob;ecting, be mil be precluded from <vnCealiog his claim. 

If Ille ownor "."ti,e!y encooragu lhe purchase ot bis property from another 
person, he ,nil be precluded from claimiDg I~ though he wu Doi aware of his 
lntore1L 

Equity will not be otuted of lta juria.dictio11i becarue tb.e oour&a ot Ja,r ha.ve 
adopted equitable principle,. 

B1Lt- 1.; E~VlTY. The bill alleges that, May 22, 1845, 
Plumer P. Wood purchased of J, B, Wood a Jot of land at 
Great Falls, and, on the 31st of July, 1845, be purchased 
of G. Young an adjoining lot, and on the same day mort 
gaged the last lot to E. Wood, to secure $300, 
On the 15th of October following, he mortgaged both 

tracts to L. S. Hill, to secure $400 on a note, dated April 
3, 1842, $600 on a note, dated October 7, 1844, and 8300 
on a note of October 15, 1845. 
P. P. Wood, on the 22d of October, 1845, and before, 

was and had been in trade, in partnership with Daniel W. 
Quimby, and they had a stock of goods, subject to liens and 
incumbranees, and certain debts due them; and tbey owed 
Chapman & Pierce, of whom Pierce is surviving partner. 
On that day Chapman & Pierce sued them, and attached 
the said goods and lands. 
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Welle•· Pim:e. 

While the property was subject to this and other attach 
ments, Pierce, Howe and Ammidowu, representing them 
selves to be a committee of the Boston creditors of Wood 
& Quimby, investigated the affairs of that firm, and pro 
posed to Wood & Quimby that they should give up their 
interest in the goods and debts, and Wood should give 'up 
his right to the land aforesaid ; the committee should sell 
the same, as they should think best, and divide the proceeds 
among the creditors rateably; and Wood & Quimby should 
make proper conveyances of the property to such persons as 
the committee should sell it to. To these proposals Wood 
& Quimby agreed, and the committee, or some of them, 
bargained and sold Wood & Q.uimby'ij Interest in the stock 
and debts, and Wood's interest in the lands, to one Fur 
bush, for a price agreed upon between them, and agreed 
with him that Wood, and Wood & Q.uimby should make 
to him proper conveyances of said property; and, October 
215, 184li, Wood & Q.uimby made to him proper convey 
anoes of their right to the goods and debts, and Wood, by 
deed of quitclaim, released to Forbush bis right to the lands 
subject to the mortgages, which mortgages Furbush agreed 
to pay, and Furbueh accepted these conveyances, and paid 
Pierce, Howe, and Ammidown, the price mntually agreed 
on between them, believed to be e4ooo, and they withdrew 
their attachments. 
January 10, 1846, Furbush released to L. S. Hill all his 

right to these lands, and Hill allowed him $1492, being the 
amount of Wood's notes to bim, and gave up those notes 
to Wood, . April 6, 1846, Hill released to W. Bedel his right 
to the land. April 22, 1846, Bede! conveyed, with warranty, 
to P. P. Wood, a part of the land, and July 28, 1846, Bede! 
conveyed the remaining part to E. Wood, and be allowed 
$335 for it, the-amount of his mortgage, and gave up P. P. 
Wood's note. • 

October 16, 1849, E. Wood quitclaimed the tract convey- 

r 
I 
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ed to him by Bede], to Welle, the complainant. Wdls 
thereupon entered, and has since occnpied it. 
At the court of common pleas for the county of Strafford 

in January, 18152, Pierce recovered judgment against Wood 
& Q.uimby for 81119,84, for a debt alleged to be due prior 
to October 25, 1845, and costs, $110,68, took out his execu 
tion, and levied it on the premises conveyed to Wells, as the 
property of Wood, and since claims to hold this land by his 
levy. 
Well• denies that P. P. Wood had any right to the land, 

and asserts that Pierce, at the time of bis levy, bad full 
knowledge of the complainant's title, 
J~nuary 3, 18153, Pierce commenced a writ of entry 

against Wells, to recover this land, which was entered Jan 
uary term, 18153, and is now pending. 
Pierce pretends that Wood's deed to Furbush was fraud 

ulent and void as to him. Wells charges that it was a. good 
deed, and for a good and adequate consideration; that 
;1'ierce was present at the execution and delivery of it; that· 
it was made at the request and under the direction of Pierce· 
and Howe, and that they agreed with Furbush as to the 
price, and that the consideration was paid to them. 
The bill prays an answer, an injunction againse enforcing, 

the defendant's levy, or proceeding in their _action, and foe 
general relief. It was filed July 30, 18153. 
At the December term, 1853, the defendant filed a de 

murrer for four causes: 
1. The bill does not contain sufficient matter of equity 

to entitle the complainant to relief .. 
2. He bas an effectual and complete remedy at Jaw. 
3. No ground of equity is set forth for interposing in the 

snit at law, which is not cognizable at law, and of which 
the complainant cannot have equal benefit at law. 
4. The title set up as a legal title has never been estab 

lished at law. 
VOL, xxvn. 33 
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Christie and King11H1,n, for the defendants. 
L The statute, which creates the chancery jurisdiction 

of this court, makes no provision for such a case as that 
presented by the complainant's bill. There is neither trust, 
fraud, accident or mistake alleged; nor is a discovery prayed 
for. The complainant sets up a legal title to the premises, 
which the defendant bas brought his writ of entry to re 
cover. On wb'b.t ground can a court of equity interfere? 
and why are we enjoined? 
The bill alleges, that in October, 1845, Wood & Quimby 

failed, owing large sums in Boston, that a compromise Will! 

made by them with a committee of the Boston creditors, 
and their affairs settled up; that afterwards this defendant, 
one of said creditors, and one of said committee, recovered 
judgment against Wood & Q.uimby, in the court of com 
mon pleas for the county 6£ Strafford, for the sum of 
31,119,84, on a demand due prior to said settlement in Oc 
tober, 1845, and included in said settlement. This court is 
already familiar with the grounds on which the judgment 
waa recovered, the questions of law having been settled 
here at the December term, 1851, and reported in 3 Foster's 
Rep. lll9. In that suit this complainant acted as counsel, 
and was therefore notified that the settlement with the Bos 
ton creditors was void, on account of the fraud practiced by 
Wood & Quimby; yet by h)s own showing, he bought the 
premises in dispute, while that suit was pending, and while 
they were subject to the attachment of this defendant. He 
cannot therefore avail himself of the settlement made by 
Wood & Q.uimby;because he bad notice of the fraud; nor 
of the fact that the defendant was a party to that settle 
ment, because the defendant was himself defrauded, and 
this conrt bas held that contract void as against him. 
" Where a purchaser has sufficient indication of fraud in 

the transaction to put him on inquiry, it is equivalent to ae 
·tual notice." White v. Williams, 1 Paige 461. 

" An interest acquired by one person by the fraud of an- 

other, will not be sustained.'' 3 Ired. 219; 1 Harp. ch. 14.5; 
2 Blac~f. 29:i. 
IL There is a complete remedy at. law. The title of 

this complainant to the premises in question depends upon 
the validity of the contract of settlement between Wood & 
Q.uimby and the Boston creditors. That contraet depends 
upon purely legal principles, and must be sustained in a 
court oflaw, or itcannotstand here. It can be investigated 
!IS well, and rendered as available there, as here. The evi 
dence is not wanting, the parties are the same, the powers 
of the court are as ample, the action is now pending, and 
the burden of proof is on this defendant. 
The only fraud in the case ie the fraud of him, against 

whom both parties claim. No wrong is imputed to this de 
fendant, and unless it can be maintained that the creditors, 
who were defrauded in the settlement witb Wood & 
Q.uimby, are barred as against a subsequent purchaser, with 
express notice and foll knowledge of that fraud, then this 
complainant cannot succeed anywhere; certainly not in a 
court of equity. R,mell v. Clark, 7 Cran. 69; 9 Wheat 
~32; 7 Leigh 167; 2 Barr 67. 
III. Bat the principal objection to this bill, and the one 

on which tho defendant mainly relies, is that a purely legal 
title to the premises described, which bas never been estab 
lished at law, is relied upon by the complainant as the 
ground on which be asks for equitable relief. We rely on 
the following authorities. . 
" A party whose right to land has not been established at 

law, will not be protected by injunction against a snit at 
law to recover the land from him." 3 Green. ch. 271. 
" It is a general rule that a bill brought to establish a le 

gal title, and for a perpetual injunction, will be dismissed. 
'rhe trial must be at law." 2 Green. ob. 198. 
" Courts of equity have nothing to do with questions as 

to the legal title to land.'' 4 Hey. 229. 
" Where parties are ttylng the right to land at law, and 
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the title of the defendant at law is a,. legal and not 'an eqni 
table title,· with nothing to prevent their establishing it as 
folly at law as in equity, the court will not interfere, but 
will leave them to establish their defence at law." Stockton 
v. Williams, Walk. ch. 120. 
IV. The defendants also demur, ore tenus, to the com 

plainant's bill, for that the complainant seeks to take ad van 
taae of a contract, found by a court of law to be fraudulent, 
as
0
set out at length on the records of this court. 3 Foster's 

Rep. 519. 
" Where a plaintiff in equity sues to take advantage of a 

contract found to be fraudulent, he is not to be sustained, 
even to recover back money paid on such contract, but 
ought to be left to his remedy at law." Sitn1 v. Lewu, 5 
Mumf. 29. 

Wells and Bell, for the plaintiff. 

BELL, J. The facts stated in the bill are to be taken as 
admittted, according to the allegations, upon a demurrer. 
Mitf. Eq. Pl. 14; Welf. Eq. Pl. 261; Story Eq. Pl. 292. 
The substance of the bill is, that the defendant attached 

the lands now in suit, then owned by P. P. Wood, subject 
to mortgages, and the stock in trade of Wood & Quimby, 
to secure a debt of Chapman & Pierce, of whiob firm the 
defendant is surviving partner. He, with others, acting as 
a committee of the Boston creditors of Wood & Quimby, 
investigated the affo.ita of Wood & Quimby, and agreed 
with them that they should give up their rights to the prop 
erty attached, and the committee should· sell it as they 
should-think proper, and di ride the proceeds ratably among 
the Boston creditors; and Wood, and Wood & Quimby 
should make the proper conveyances to the purchasers. 
This arrangement was acceded to by Wood & Q.uimhy, and 
the committee agreed to sell the whole property to one Fur 
bush, at a price agreed on between. the committee and him. 

Wood & Quimby made to Fnrbusb such conveyances as 
the committee requested, and under their direction ; and 
Furbush paid to the committee the price agreed on, and the 
attachments were discharged. The title of Furbush to a 
. part of this land bas since passed, by several mtermediate 
conveyanoes, to the complainant, who is now in possession. 
Some years after these transactions, Pierce recovered a 

judgment against Wood & Q.nimby, for a debt alleged to 
be due before the sale to Furbush, and has levied his execu 
tion upon the land purchaaed by the complainant at second 
hand from Furbush, as the property of Wood; and ie now 
pressing a suit at law for the recovery of this property. 
The conveyances, under which the complainant claims to 

hold this property, are all set up as founded on good consid 
eration, and executed in good faith, and at this stage of the 
proceedings they are to he so regarded. Many facts, real or 
supposed, are alluded to in the argument, which do not ap 
pear on the face of the bill, and which cannot be inferred 
from anything there stated;. such as that the complainant 
was counsel in a former snit, and was notified that there 
was fraud in the settlement, upon which the conveyance 
was made to Furbush ; that the complainant's parchase 
was made pending the defendants' attachment, &c. These 
matters cannot be assumed l>y the court to be facts in this 
case. They were neither alleged, admitted, nor proved. If 
they should hereafter appear to be facts, they may be . very 
important to the decision of this case, but as they are not 
stated in the bill, they can be brought into the case only by 
the defendants' answer. It would be entirely unsafe for the 
court to assume that the facts appearing in another case de 
cided by them, are facts existing in the case now before 
them, unless that appears to be the case by the allegations 
or admissions of the parties. 

Upon the facts admitted by the demurrer, the first ques 
tion is, whether the complainant has any equitable ground 
upon which be is entitled to ask the interposition of a court 
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of equity. It is a principle of equity, that if a man, who 
has a right to a particular property, is present at the sale of 
that property by another, and be does not forbid the sale, or 
give notice of bis claim, he will not be permitted to set up 
his title or claim against the purchaser ; provided he was 
aware of what was doing, had knowledge of bis rights, or 
such information as ought to have pnt him on inquiry, and 
the purchaser bad no knowledge or reason to suspect his 
claim. Fonb. Eq. B. 1 ch. 3, § 4; Story Eq. Jnr.§ 384 and 
seq.;. Mad. Ch. Pr. 264. 
There is no principle better established, says Chancellor 

J(ent, in Wendell v. Yan Ronseuaer, 1 Johns. ch. 3M, in_ 
this court, nor one founded on more solid considerations of 
equity and public utility than that which declares, that if 
one man knowingly, though he does it passively, by looking 
on, suffers another to purchase and expend money on land, 
under an erroneous opinion of title, without making known 
his claim, be shall not afterwards be permitted to exercise 
his legal right against such person, It would be an act of 
fraud and injustice, and bis conscience is bound by the equi 
table estoppel. Qui tacet, consentire »idetu». Qui potest et 
debet vetare jubet. 
This principle is recognized In this State, in Watkins v. 

Peck, 13 N. H. Rep. 360, and in Marshall v. Pierce, 12 N. 
H. Rep. 127, and other casee there cited. 
Upon the facts stated in the bill, we see no ground on 

which the complainant can be deprived of the protection of 
this rule. The defendant had then the same claim under· 
which he has since made bis levy; be had an actual attach 
ment upon this property, which he withdrew; he bad occa 
sion to investigate, and had actually investigated, the affairs 
of Wood and Plumer, of which the state of this property 
was a material part. There is nothing to lead to the be· 
lief that he did not then know, or at least have good ground 
to suspect, all that he bas since known about it. 
But the case of the defendant, upon the facts admitted 

by .the demurrer, falls within another principle of equity, 
w~ch we think clear. If the ?Wner or claimant of property 
actively persuades or encourages another person, who is ig 
norant of his right, to purchase the property, or any right or 
interest in it, he will not be permitted to claim the property, 
or any right in it, against the purchaser; though he wa.s not 
aware of his rights. It will be reckoned bis fault, tb~t be 
did not inquire what his rights were. • Hobbs v. Norton, 1 
Vt. Rep. 136; S. C. 2 Chan. Ca. 128; Hunsdon v. Cheney, 
2 Vt. Rep.150; Teasdale v. Teasdale, Sel. Cb. Ca. 59; S. C. 
13 Vin. Ab. 539, pl. 4; and 1 Fonb. Eq. 161 n.; M'Eloyv. 
,'.&uby, 4 W.& S. 323; Skining v. Neufoille, 2 Dess. 194; 
Aills v. Graham, 6 Litt. 440; Lossell v. Barnard, 1 Blackf. 
150; Storrs v. Barker, 6 Johns. Ch. 166; Dennison v. Ely, 
1 Barb. S. C. 610; 1 Story Eq. Jnr. 377. 
This principle is recognized here, in Mar1hall v. Pierce, 

12 N. H. Rep. 133, though expressed with a doubt in the 
marginal note. 
Here it is distinctly alleged that the bargain for the sale 

of the property of Wood & Q,uimby was made, not by 
Wood & Quimby, but by the committee, Pierce, Howe and 
Ammidown, in pursuance of the agreement that they 
should sell it j the price was fixed by them, and was received 
by them. The conveyance made by Wood to Furbush, was 
at their request, and agreeably to their direction. After 
such a participation in the sale of this property, it must be 
deemed a fraud in the defendant, without any excuse or 
justification, for none appears in the bill, to set up a claim 
to this property, of earlier date than Furbush's purchase. 
And it is one of the cases where the party should be estop 
ped to claim his legal rights. It was gross negligence in 
him to·take the active part he did in making this sale, with 
out inquiring what bis rights were. And gross negligence 
is regarded in equity as closely allied to fraud. 
II. But it is objected, that the complainant bas an effec 

tual and complete remedy at law, for the injustice of which 
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he complains in his bill, This court has a broad jurisdic 
tion, as a court of equity, in all cases of trust, fraud, acci 
dents or mistakes. Rev. Stat. ch. 171, ~ 6. The limits of 
their jurisdiction in these cases are coextensive with those 
of the court of chancery, and othercourls of equity in Bng 
land. Equity, as a great branch of the law of their native 
country, was brought over by the colonists, and has always 
existed as a part of the common law, in its broadest sense, 
in Now Hampshire. While our territory was under the 
colonial government of Massachusetts, there is reason to 
believe that the general court exercised original chancery 
jurisdiction. Wash. Jud. His. of Mass, 34; An. Charters 
of MaS&, 94. Under the first royal governor of this prov 
ince, Robert Mason was appointed Chancellor of the prov 
ince, and among the early records are to be found bills in 
equity, which were heard and decided before him. 1 Belk. 
His. 198 and 200. In 1_692, by " an act for establishing 
courts of judicature," it was provided, that II there shall be 
a court of chancery within this province, which said court 
shall have power to hear and determine all matters of equi 
ty, and shall be esteemed and accounted the high court of 
chancery of this province, that the governor and council be 
the said high court of chancery," &c. It is not known that 
this law was ever repealed, and it is supposed that the gov 
ernor and council, who composed the court of appeals, con 
tinued to exercise chancery powers till the revolution. 
Equity having thns always constituted a part of the law 

-0f New Hampshire, .though there was a long period after 
the revolution when there was no chancery court, and the 
jurisdiction conferred on this court in 1882 being as broad 
as equity itself, the question whether this court will lose their 
jurisdiction, because there is an adequate remedy at law, is 
to be decided here as it would be in England. If courts of 
equity bad jurisdiction in certain cases, for which the ordi 
nary proceedings at common law did not then afford an ad 
-equate remedy, that jurisdiction will not be lost, because an· 
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thority to decide in such cases bas been conferred on courts 
of law by statute, unless there are negative words, excluding 
the jurisdiction of courts of equity. King- v. Baldw~ 17 
Johns. 384; Varet v. Ins. t»; 7 Paige 1560; 2 U. S. Eq. 
Dig. Jurisdiction, III; Oram v. Barnes, 1 Md. Ch. Dec. 151. 
Neither will the jurisdiction in equity be impaired by the 

fact that equitable principles have been adopted in the 
courts of law, either from necessity, in the absence of equi 
table tribunals, as in Pennsylvania, and heretofore in this 
State, or otherwise. &illy v. Elmore, 2 Paige 497; Min 
tura v. Farmer's Loan, 3 Comst, 1501 ; Weslly Church v. 
Moore, 10 Ban. 273. 
The equitable principles before stated, it is believed, have 

not been generally adopted at law in the case ofreal estate. 
Storrs v. Barker 6 Johns. Ch. 166; Heard v. Hall, 16 Pick. 
460 ; though they are said to have been adopted in reference 
to personal property at Jaw. Pickard v. Sears, 6 Ad. & E. 
474; Thompson v. Sanborn, 11 N. H. Rep. 201 ; see Mar· 
shall v. Pierce, 12 N. H. Rep. 167. 
If the case of .Ranlet v. Otis, 2 N. H. Rep. 167, were to 

be considered a case where the equitable rule was adopted 
at law, it would have little weight upon this question, since 
it was decided while no court of equity existed in New 
Hampshire, and while the courts were compelled to adopt 
equitible rules to prevent ioj ustice. It has no tendency to 
prove that the same rule prevailed in courts of law differ 
ently situated. 
If it were to be held that the same rules of decision exist 

in these cases at law as in equity, it would by no means 
follow that a pa,ty has that plain and adequate remedy at 
Jaw which would prevent a resort to a hill in equity. A 
party is entitled, not merely to the principles of equity, but 
he may claim the advantages of the modes of proceeding, 
and the course of practice adopted in those courts. It is 
well known that equitable relief can be but very imperfectly 
obtained in courts of law, because the powers of those 


