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Sleeper.v.Stone

attachment, isis fromattached, exemptwhichA of propertyreceiptor
theofpossession propertydebtor’shis when thereceiptnot liable on

fromhas ’not been preventedcreditorand thedisturbed,has not been
security.otherobtainingorotherattaching property

Troyer, a referee. TheFacts found plaintiff,a horse. bylor
C.,on a writ as hissheriff, horsethe againstattachedas deputy

to for it. Neitherthe defendant receipt0.andproperty,' procured
•at the time ofthe horse thesawthe defendantthe norplaintiff

it attached went towasin whichThe action judg-attachment
issued, was in thewhichment, placed plain-on which execution

it,on the defendant for whichhands, a demandtiff’s madewho
because the horse was ex-defendsdefendantwas refused. The

attachment,was fromThe horse exemptfrom attachment.empt
theafter was-receipt given.and remained in C.’s possession

Barnard, Leach, for the plaintiff.$

for the defendant.Bling,

fromStanley, attachment. ItJ. The horse was wasexempt
has, theIt since wasin the possession.never plaintiff’s receipt

„in Thedebtor’s is notthe plaintiffremained possession.given,
debtor, he is answerable to thethe and credi­to onlyanswerable

to attachment. The ofthe istor when subject liabilityproperty
than that theto creditor is no ofthe greaterthe defendant plain­

tbethe bailee of Heis istiff. Tbe plaintiff.defendant merely
ofand return the tofor tbe thesafe-keeping propertyresponsible

demand, in to thedefault amountofficer and damagesuponupon
the attachable ofthe not interest tbeof exceedingjudgment,

300;292,N.Hill v. 31 H.Wiggin,in the Web­debtor property. ­
594, 597; Whittemore,Scott v. N.v. 7 N. H. 27 H.ster Harper,

310, 321.
wlien C. tbe defendant toIt is claimed that beprocured receipt,

and that the defendanthis of cannotwaived nowexemption,right
liorse was not attachable. Ittbat tlie isbo allowed to object open

show, circumstances,tbe under some that theto toreceiptor prop­
own,liis and his title will constitutefor was a gooderty receipted

Little,v. 42 N. H. If564. the isdefence. Clement notreceiptor
to claim the as hisliis own—Hills v.receipt propertyestopped by

570, Barron v.42 N H. 11 N. H. 557,cited in Cobleigh,Buffum,
246,Hurd, H. 250-—or that it liasMorse v. 17 N. to agoneand per­

v. Hill v.a title—Websterson paramount Harper, Wiggin,having
Whittemore, is nov. reasonand Scott supra apparent why,—there

the or thethe of evidence that officer creditorin absence any has
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been tbe ofprejudiced tbeby procurement debtor,tbereceiptor by
it should be held that the debtor has waived his to claim thatright
the for wasproperty attachment,fromreceipted or thatexempt
the was to make thereceiptor sameestopped defence. v.Thayer
Hunt, 449;2 Allen Daniels,Bacon v. 116 Mass. 474.

theJudgment for defendant.
Smith,Allen and notJJ., did sit: the others concurred.

George v. Fellows.

of aThe use debtor’shorse to conveyhis children to schooland church
on theis evidence whetherquestion the horse is for actualrequired

and fromuse, exempt attachment.

Trover, defendant,for a horse attached the aby sher-deputy
claimed itiff. The that wasplaintiff from attachment.exempt

ofHe was the Graftonsuperintendent Besidescounty poor-farm.
owned thethree horses he his own horse onby thecounty, kept

farm; his evidence tended toand show he used it tothat to thego
mill,store, farm,and cattle for the his chil-post-office, buy convey

orthree four week,dren to school times a his toand churchfamily
toon the courttheSundays. Subject refusedplaintiff’s exception,

thatto instruct the if the the horse injury edu-plaintiff required
children, suchhis use would thebe actual withincating meaning

statute,of the instructed them that it must be andrequired—and
livelihood,hisused in and tonot con-gaining merely occasionally

children to school and hishis to church. Verdict forvey family
the defendant.

Batchellor, forMitchell theBingham, plaintiff.

isThe entitled to the of his horse when re­plaintiff exemption
“ “use,”otherfor actual as well as orquired farming teaming pur­

The ofstatutes theuponposes.” impose parents duty educating
91,Laws, and intheir children c. s. certain(Gen. 14), provide

thecases for children to at the ex­of school publicconveyance
24, 26,Laws, 86, 25,Gen. c. statute ofss. 27. The ex­pense.

should v.receive a construction. Peverlyliberal Sayles,emption
10 N. 357.H.

for the defendant.Carpenter,

debtor,use not a horseActual the hisby by family, exempts
Emerson, H.from attachment. v. N.Somers 58 49. The purpose


