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Merrimack,
No. 5763.

WallensteinR.Crandall

v.

Doyle & a.Lucille

4,Argued 1968.June
28, 1968.Decided June

the& for plaintiff.W. orally),Stanley,Stanley John Jr.Tardifi

Starr, & andDunn TheodorePetersWadleigh, Langdell,
the Lucillefor defendant Doyle.orally),(Mr. WadleighWadleigh

law for servicesGrimes, an action at to recoverThis isJ.
for the defendants.been rendered theclaimed to have by plaintiff

27, in defendantsa dated which bothUnder writ 1966May
a of somesheriff made article attachmentwere the bulkyjoined,

a estate The defendantsand real attachment.personal property
Mrs.wasand a divorce actionhad been pending.separated,

was the of some household furnishingsin sellingDoyle process
held underthe that heauction and believing nothingplaintiff,by

attachment, attach-sent the sheriff to make furtherthe real estate
the ofthe sheriff a in amountMrs. checkments. Doyle gave

lieu$1,208 writ: “Inmade the return on theand he following
writ,is this thethan noted onfurther attachments otherof any

Bond in themedefendant Lucille G.within named Doyle, gave
America,ofof United States$1,208.00, theof currencysum

”holds in hiswhich the possession.undersigned
return, wasa service made on bothest inventusAfter non

Mrs. but Mr. DoyleDoyle appeared,publication.defendants by
andMrs. was tried resultedThe casedefaulted. against Doyle

motion, returnshe thethe defendant.in a verdict for By sought
not used to$1,208, that it should be anyof the satisfyclaiming
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Mr. This wasmotion Plain­judgment against Doyle. granted.
Bownes,tiff’s was transferredexception by J.

$1,208Mrs. testified that the was herDoyle solely money
and that she it with the sheriff in lieu of andeposited attachment
which he was about to make an electric which wasupon organ
her She said that she did not know where Mr.property. Doyle

time,was at the didnor she know of assets that he hadany
in this state. Whether the wasanywhere money deposited by

Mrs. to further attachmentsDoyle of herprevent any property
alone or whether it was to further attach-deposited prevent any
ments also,of her husband was aagainst ofproperty question

be shown evidencecould frombywhich the sheriff’sapartfact
Scribner,return. Pike v. 101 N. H. 314. theSince Trial Court’s

evidence,was the the order must befinding supported by

overruled.Exception

All concurred.


