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Dudley.v.Clement

to ac-laidwhatever;owner it beof land but mayany
ownershipthecommodate a not connected withbusiness

of land.
There therefore, bemust,

theJudgment defendant.for

Dudley.v.Clement

debtor, puts proceedsand theliable to attachmentpropertyA sellswbo
creditors,and defraud “concealsattachmentpocket, preventin his to
made,” thelevyhis no or can be (withinthat attachmentproperty so

185, Statutes,8, byRevised amendedmeaning chapterof section of the
statute;1843, chapterthe of and is liable to arrest under theLaws 35)

merely moneyif a and on hishe is not liable he carries watchbut thus
custom, ordinaryin course of andaccording to his the businessperson,

any design.fraudulentwithout

and afrom arrest forMotion for a dischargedischarge
of bail.

usualwrit,the thedefendant arrestedThe was upon
made inof beenaffidavit of concealment havingproperty

the arrest hethestatute. Attheaccordance with time.of
in the usualhis vestintohookedhad a watch worth $25

he had had$21, which byin hisHe had pocketmanner.
thein his $19,also had pocket pro-Hehim six months.

heattachment, whichtoliableceeds of propertypersonal
he thatknewwhenarrest,thebeforehad sold six weeks

demandsued out. Uponhadin' this action beenthe writ
hearrest,thebeforeand the officermade theby plaintiff
ortheeither moneysdeliveror uprefused to expose

in theare“I theyattached, saying guessto bewatch
and safest now.”best place
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Clement v. Dudley.

Quimbie,for the defendant.

for theShirley, plaintiff.

Doe, J. The defendant watch,did concealnot the or
the $21, which hadhe had him sis months. Conceal-by <
ment done to theimplies attachmentsomething prevent
or seizure of the The didconcealed. defendantproperty

with the watch or the $21, to attachment.nothing prevent
He did not their orcondition themchange whereput

to orwere, ;defraud creditorsthey delay but it is to be
understood the casefrom that he carried themmerely

his in the usual andmanner as he hadupon beenperson
accustomed to before hedo attachment ofanticipated any
his He was under no toobligation deliverproperty. legal
them onto the officer demand. The statute does not

to inform thethe debtor officer where hisrequire prop-
him inor to assist oris, oferty possessionfinding, taking

that heit; it shall concealnot it. If heonly requires
does for the of it ornothing purpose concealing prevent-

he is not arrest on anliable toits'attachment, affidaviting
of concealment.

theBut it is to inferred from case that thebe defendant
sold the which attachment,was liable topersonal property

inand the of the his$19, sale, whereput proceeds pocket
theit,the officer take for ofcould not lawfully purpose pre-

much aattachment. This was as fraudulentventing
without heif,concealment as the hadselling property,

secreted the officer find withit,it could not intentwhere
to defraud The the iscreditors. of transactionobject
material. The was sold for the of de-purposeproperty

it;an attachcreditors of to it waspriving opportunity
sold for cash and not on and the trusteecredit, process

it; the in thewould not reach was defendant’smoney put
innot the course of businesspocket, withoutordinary
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Thompson.State Bank v.Capital

an unlawfulspecial in ofany planbut pursuancedesign,
and for the ofsole and defraudingexpress purpose
creditors.

denied.Motion

Capital Thompson.State Bank v.

negotiableA note,promissory Sunday, thoughmade and ondelivered
illegal thereto,and voidable as yetoriginal partiesthe whenbetween
indorsed before maturity, to a bona and innocent holder withoutfide

defect,notice of any can impeachednot be such innocentin the hands of
indorsee.

on theAssumpsit, :notefollowing
'“ 1860.$200. 2,Salisbury, July

Five months after date we to to the orderpromise pay
of J. H. Clement & Co., dollars,two hundred value
received, with interest after.

George Thompson,W.
Thompson.”Joseph C.

The note was indorsed the to the plaintiffby payee
before it due,was the bank inbeen discounted byhaving

Clement,faith at thewithout notice of defense.good any
thetime note was was C.Joseph Thompsongiven, owing

a amount;small there unsettled account be-but was an
tween said Clement and on awho,W.George Thompson,
settlement, would be from toClement $300.$100owing
Clement the defendants to this and another notegot sign

thewith’ between the that bothunderstanding parties
;were saidaccommodation notes no date was in notes

when as heClement he did not knowsigned, saying
should need use andto if he did not would re-them, he


