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Massachusetts,her husband as she in still it does notmay necessarily
follow that the husband’s creditors can hold these on the trusteeearnings

attached, orfor the statute declares that these services cannot beprocess,
her be held on that so that instead of the wife’s holdingearnings process,

use,these can holdservices and to her the husbandearnings separate
and them inalone or with his his creditorsenjoy wife withoutcompany

the to him ofor them them.having deprivepower
difference,It malces no that wife in tothe would be orderobliged,

suit,recover of this board to sue of the hus-the in the namebyprice
band or to have his name with her own as All his in-joined plaintiffs.
terest in the same result from the andwould services earningspersonal

wife, hold,of least,the which his creditors in thiscannot at Soway.
that while the inclaimant this case can hold a of the fund inonly part

use,trustees,the hands of the to her sole and the balanceyetseparate
is thus secured to and thethe husband

heTrustee must discharged.

Lyons & Co. v. Hill & Co.

a package goodsWhere of is forwarded a consigneeto be for oncarrier, theby paid delivery,
is aentitled to reasonable to hethem before andthem; the car-opportunity inspect accepts
rier afford him doing makingreasonable facilities chargeablemay so,for without himself
for the even if he consigneethem into the hands the thatprice; of for andput re-purpose,
ceive from him the goodsas carrier thatto theprice the shall be return-personal security

if noted, after a reasonable examine them.accepted, toopportunity

Assumpsit the defendants as common carriers.against
1863,On the 14th of November the delivered to them aplaintiffs par-

cel to be carried to W. atStephen which was mark-Leighton, Derry,
ed "C. D.”O. or "cash on delivery.”

Said was delivered to theparcel defendants’ at said foragent, Derry,
to saiddelivery who delivered the to him.Leighton, subsequently parcel

to saidLeighton defendants’ the which wasthereupon paid moneyagent
the of the theprice condition that should hold thepackage, upon agent
same until he had ascertained coatwhether or not the which the package
contained was what he bought.

The was then carried topackage from the depot Leighton’s boarding
andplace, himby returned to the with the requestagent,defendants’

that the coat,would return the and receive back the whichagent money
did,he and the defendants the tocarried same the plaintiffsthereupon

and offered to it,them,return the same declined receiveto but tothey
and claimed that the defendants should them dollarstwenty-four be-pay

the amounting received asthe defendants’ aforesaid.by agent
Within said a of thewas letter contained awhichpackage sample
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ato letter makesclotb from the coat was been made. Saidwhich have
in theof this case and referredbe to eithermay by argu-part party

ment.
If trial ofit to on thewould be show the factscompetent following

case,this the same for the of this case are admitted.purposes
after, and sawThe said a came to ManchesterfewLeighton, days

him, notthe him fit and wasone of and told the coat did notplaintiffs
him,made that he was sor-of so cloth as sold and hetheygood replied

; himback,he to sellthat was to take the coat and wishedry willing
another, hewhich declined to buy.

ofstatementThis submitted the courtcase is to the foregoingupon
asfacts. to be for or the defendantsrendered theJudgment plaintiffs

how-stated,the court shall be of the facts herein reservingopinion upon
ever, fromto theeither to a trial withoutparty, prejudiceright jury

herein contained.anything

.Morrison, Clark, for& plaintiffs.Stanley

Johnson, forParker & defendants.

Bellows, the defendantsthe case whatJ. Upon agreed, including
to it that foroffered withprove, plaintiffsappears Leighton bargained

;him a coat ofcoat made from cloth selected that madea by plaintiffs
defendants,and whodifferent cloth and sent it to theother byLeighton

carriers, that thewith to receive on delivery;directionswere payment
a advice towas delivered in also a letter ofcoat package containing

that the coat of that whichwas other cloth than theyLeighton, stating
kind;him, but thatfor the that had thatreason not oftheysold enough
other, andof which the coat made was than thethe cloth was better they

a of the latter that he them.enclosed sample might compare
•­ the the to the defendantsof to hedeliveryOn package Leighton paid

§24.00, thatthe conditionthe sum charged by plaintiffs, upon they
thehold the he or not coatto until could ascertain whethermoneywere

the to hishe He then carried boardingwas what bought. package
house, him toand it to defendants’ andreturned requested payagent

did; thehe carried back coatthe which he andback money, thereupon
re­them,it declined tothe and offered to return to but theyplaintiffsto

andit demanded the §24.00.ceive
lie. Thethis state the action not pack-of facts we think willUpon

it andseems, to that he examineit was delivered mightLeighton,age,
not, into theit the waswhether to or and money putdetermine accept

servant, that theof the carrier’s the condition consigneehands only upon
find the coat to be what heshould bought.

for, and not boundwhat he he wasIt was not hadclearly bargained
other,it, as assertedif than thetake even the cloth was betteractuallyto

thatthese cannotthe and under circumstances they complainby plaintiffs,
the money.carriers back the and returnedthe received package,

hein of coat havingThere was fact no the by Leighton,acceptance
heit ca'seit not what bought.to returned in wasreceived beconditionally,
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hold,To forthat it his theinto hands andtaking opening package
the inof it mustto see what it was be lawpurpose inspecting regarded

unreasonable;think,as would,a and we be mostdelivery acceptance,
nor do we find for such a decision.authorityany

theOn the is aentitled to reasonablecontrary, opportunityconsignee
to ;examine of thethe to him theascertainpackages qualitybrought

not;before he and a rea-goods determines whether to them oraccept
sonable them as an ac-detention of for that cannot bepurpose regarded

325;2 Blake,Parsons on 2 C. & P.ceptance, Cont. v.Percival
514; when, case,must it be wasso as in this theespecially package
received for the of it.expressly purpose examining

then,If the withouthas the theso to examineconsignee right goods
held them,to forthe carrier him facilitiesbeing surelyaccept may give

examination,such reasonablemaking himselfwithout charge-rendering
able for the and the con-the case is not hisalteredgoods; by requiring

to the amount sosignee for hispay own whilesecurity beingcharged,
examined, for this in ais no thesense ofpayment price.

Had the time, a differentthe an unreasonableconsignee kept goods
arisen,wouldquestion have but kind orof that is stated sug-nothing

counsel, and wegested by are to take it that in the con-the weregoods
nosignee’s than was for a exam-possession reasonablelonger required

ination.
the same that ofUpon it is a tendergeneral held goodsprinciples,

does not them,mean an offer off anbut offer ofpackages containing
those under such is tocircumstances that thepackages who payperson
for the shall have him,an he is calledgoods afforded beforeopportunity
on to with hispart of for hismoney, that sotheseeing goods presented

are in those v.acceptance reality for which he Isherwoodbargained.
al., 347; ;Whitmore & 11 M. & & 2W. S. C. 10 M. W. 757­ Greenl.
a;Ev. 611 Stewart,sec. v. 2 74.Conn.Avery

With these views there must unless thebe for the defendantsjudgment
desire a trialplaintiffs by jury.

George A­dm'r.Austin v.W. W. Stanley,Clinton

tlie aact,Under homestead notdebtor cannot hold a which was his home at the time ofplace
the of his creditor’s execution.levy

entry.oeWrit an statement of facts.Submitted upon agreed
Weare, county,The demanded are in in this and consist ofpremises

a house and lot of of hundredland the value of five dollars. The de-
fendant claims an execution his favortitle virtue of the of in asby levy

4, 1851,administrator the a claimon sinceagainst arisingplaintiff July


