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Pembroke, norlier land in tbe inintended forseparate mortgage,
“the hadtlie first of same clause she these withoutgivenpart” husband,to her and she had no other interest inreserve any

farm to the couldof the which direction It does notpart apply.
testatrix,the case thefrom in that whateverappear anything may

belief,her orhave been owned had interest in theany buildings
or that were noton the homestead annexed to and aplace, they

estate, which, will,the herof the real title to under at herpart
death, to her husband. interest his ownfell an of in theHaving
farm, wife’sand all his interest her devise andtaking by specific

the farm was no of residuum in which he athe tookbequest, part
and ofestate,life and the heirs Alice P. Davis nohavelegatees

it. The of G. Davis theinterest in title in farmBenjamin passed
Stiles,tohis will the defendant M. herand convey-by Augusta

of the to the herance husband Juliuspremises plaintiffs, joining,
a fee. terms case,them title in the of theBygave good agreed

The hill is dismissed.

J.,Carpenter, sit:did not the others concurred.

H. for theSargent,Gr. plaintiffs.

Woodman,P. P. for Julius A. and M.Augusta Stiles.

v.Bond Tucker.

Meat a dealer to be sold inpurchased again the usual courseby of his
trade notis from attachment asexempt provisions.

Trespass, defendant, sheriff,the a foragainst ondeputy taking
a writ tlie beef and other meats claimed to beagainst plaintiff,

from attachment.exempt
meats,The is a indealer at wholesale andplaintiff buying sell-

from his cart at The inretail. meats wereing question bought by
him for the them,of and at the timepurpose selling when they
were taken he was in and them forengaged selling offering sale.

all,He intended to sell and had not been seized would havethey
all,sold he could.if Whatever of them he could not hepart sell

intended to consume in his meats,the he hadfamily. Including
not timeat the of the seizure and fuel to the ofprovisions value

dollars.fifty

Polfe,II. P. for the plaintiff.

P. for theSargent,Gr. defendant.
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Allen, wasthe claims exemptmeat whichThe plaintiff;J. ”“ andof his wasas a purchasedattachment part provisionsfrom
his or fami-for hishim, to be consumed as,provisionsnotbykept

in of a andto his business meat provisionbut be soldly’s support,
attachment, sell-dealer, the he was inand, the time ofat engaged

in trade.it a of his stockas parting
in(G. L., 224,statute o. s. notdoes2)the exemptionThough ”“ foodto articles ofthe exemptedterms limit provisions provided

to thea reference other ofand partsfor use consumption,family
it not fromthat was intended to withdrawstatute showssame

thandealt with for otherused and purposesattachment property
of and de­wants and necessities the debtor thoseto thesupply

“ Thehim for necessarysupport. wearing apparelpendent upon
“ beds, bed­the debtor and his comfortablefor the use of family,”

debtor,for the his wife and chil­steads, and bedding, necessary
“ furniture,” furniture in use indren,” actualhousehold meaning

“use,residence, or such oneof intended forhousehold orthe place
the orfor use debtor his arekept by family,”sewing-machine,

in the thestatuteof expressly confiningphraseologyexamples
use. Tools for otherto necessary kept any purposeexemptions

are not “toolsin the debtor’s asexemptthan actual‘use occupation
Hoitt, ;v. 18 N. H. 196 v.his Norris Parshleyof occupation.”

Grreene, would not be fromH. attach­58 N. 271. They exempt
the debtor in them as a merchantin ofment the dealingpossession

513,DeForest, 19 It isAtwood Conn. 519.or manufacturer. v. ”“that in case of and fuel theprovisionsfair to legisla­presume
limitation, not tothe same and did intend includeintendedture

not for imme­articles providedin class of propertyexemptedany
use.anddiate familysupport

one,the of is aof statute humaneThe exemption designedobject
want, tointo immediate andagainstthe debtor fallingto protect

heof what has for immediatewithdrawalthe providedprevent
not to save of stock ofIt intended awas any part goodssupport.

in the assuch but dealt debtorfor any purpose,not byprocured
attached the notThe meat defendantby being pro-merchandise.

wasfor himself andvided the consumption familyplaintiff byby ”“ statute, notthe the and waswithin ofnot meaningprovisions
from attachment.exempt

• Judgment thefor defendant.

Carpenter, J., not sit: the others concurred.did


