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hold,To forthat it his theinto hands andtaking opening package
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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
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" of fam-and the homesteadclaims the actthe under to exemptplaintiff
At4, 1851.”ilies on execution Julyfrom attachment and levy passed
thedefendant, neitherthe theof the of thetime attachment bypremises

same, have theynorthe of thenor his inplaintiff werefamily occupation
attachment, thethesince,been toat a some time priorthough, period
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thetó off. Atsethomestead,manded of a he declinedthe officer which

estate, nortime of no other realthe attachment and hadthelevy plaintiff
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; aWinchester, livingin in wasthe Cheshire but there familyofcounty
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Doe, Act, 1089, 1851, thatThe ch. LawsJ. Homestead provides
shall bethe head of exempt.homestead of the eachfamily family

home, theand ques-or of the"Homestead” means home placeplace,
of the defendant’stion whether the from thewerepremises levyexempt

orexecution, is to residenceto be determined the rulesby applicable
ofof indomicile—rules familiar and questions rightfrequent application

toto intendedvote and to be taxed. The statute wasliability specially
roof;families,secure the homesteadto debtors and their shelter ofthe

estate,not to or the andmere investments in real rents profitsexempt
derived therefrom.

the hometo retainabsence from the with intent. Temporary premises,
home orit,to of thethere and return to would be an .abandonmentnot
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; be aWarner,Cal. It245­ Moss v. 10 296. would-Cal. probably
notfacts, werereasonable conclusion from the that the premisesagreed

stated, it would seembut the is not andintentionexempt; plaintiff’s
absence, histhat it to in case. thethis temporaryought appear During

servants; hebut if transferredbe retained orpossession might by agents
tenant,his a the exemption mightand of torightoccupation possession

cease.
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