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intended her separate land in Pembroke, nor the mortgage, for in
the first part of the same clause she had given these ¢ without
reserve ” to her husband, and she had no other inferest in any
part of the farm to which the direction could apply. It does not
appear from anything in the case that the testatrix, whatever may
have been her belief, owned or had any interest in the buildings
on the homestead place, or that they were not annexed to and a
part of the real estate, the title to which, under her will, at her
death, fell to her husband. Having an interest of his own in the
farm, and taking all his wife’s interest by her specific devise and
bequest, the farm was no part of the residuum in which he took a
life estate, and the heirs and legatees of Alice P. Davis have no
interest in it. The title of Benjamin G. Davis in the farm passed
by his will to the defendant Augusta M. Stiles, and her convey-
ance of the premises to the plaintiffs, her husband Julius joining,
gave them a good title in fee. By the terms of the agreed case,

The bill is dismissed.
CARPENTER, J., did not sit: the others conceurred.
H. G. Sargent, for the plaintiffs.
. H. Woodman, for Julius A. and Augusta M. Stiles,
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Meat purchased by a dealer to be sold again in the usual course of his
trade is not exempt from attachment as provisions.

TrESPASS, against the defendant, a deputy sheriff, for taking on
a writ against the plaintiff, beef and other meats claimed to be
exempt from aitachment.

The plaintiff is a dealer in meats, buying at wholesale and sell-
ing from his cart at retail. The meats in question were bought by
him for the purpose of selling them, and at the time when they
were taken he was engaged in selling and offering them for sale.
He intended to sell all, and had they not been seized would have
sold all, if he could. Whatever part of them he could not sell he
intended to consume in his family. Including the meats, he had
not at the time of the seizure provisions and fuel to the value of
fifty dollars.

H. P. Bolfe, for the plaintiff.
H. G. Sargent, for the defendant.
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ArrEN, J. The meat which the plaintiff clainis was exempt
from attachment as a part of his « provisions ” was purchased and
kept by him, not to be consumed as provisions for his or his fami-
1y’s support, but to be sold in his business of a meat and provision
dealer, and, at the time of the attachment, he was engaged in sell-
ing it as a part of his stock in trade.

Though the exemption statute (G. L., . 224, s. 2) does not in
terms limit the « provisions ” exempted to articles of food provided
for family use and consumption, a reference to other parts of the
same statute shows that it was not intended to withdraw from
attachment property used and dealt with for other purposes than
to supply the wants and necessities of the debtor and those de-
pendent upon him for support. “The wearing apparel necessary
for the use of the debtor and his family,” ¢ comfortable beds, bed-
steads, and bedding, necessary for the debtor, his wife and chil-
dren,” “ household furniture,” meaning furniture in actual use in
the household or place of residence, or intended for such use, “ one
sewing-machine, kept for use by the debtor or his family,” are
examples of phraseology in the statute expressly confining the
exemptions to necessary use. Tools kept for any other purpose
than actual use in the debtor’s occupation are not exempt as *“tools
of his occupation.” Norris v. Hodtt, 18 N. H. 196 ; Parshley v.
Greene, 58 N. H. 271. They would not be exempt from attach-
ment in the possession of the debtor dealing in them as a merchant
or manufacturer. Atwood v. Dellorest, 19 Conn. 518, 519. Itis
fair to presume that in case of “provisions and fuel” the legisla-
ture intended the same limitation, and did not intend to include
in any class of exempted property articles not provided for imme-
diate support and family use.

The object of the statute of exemption is a humane one, designed
to protect the debtor against falling into immediate want, and to
prevent the withdrawal of what he has provided for immediate
support. It was not intended to save any part of a stock of goods
not procured for any such purpose, but dealt in by the debtor as
merchandise. The meat attached by the defendant not being pro-
vided by the plaintiff for consumption by himself and family was
not “ provisions ” within the meaning of the statute, and was not
exempt from attachment.

Judgment for the defendant.

CARPENTER, J., did not sit: the others concarred.




