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that its were intended for different class ofprovisions any debt-
than inors those for the clauses which andprovided precede

follow it.
The of the wasstatute toobject prevent individual debtors and

their families from reduced to want to thembeing by securing
ofsome the comforts and necessaries of for theirlife temporary
and withneed, tools which the debtor continue to earn amay

Partners are entitled to as individualsliving. exemptions only
and out of which own. Peaslee v.property individuallythey

H.Sanborn, 68 N. The same was262. conclusion reached under
Kimball,similar instatutes Pond v. 101 Mass. and Bonsall v.105,

44Comly, Pa. St. 442.
overruled.Exception

did sit: theJ., not others concurred.Blodgett,

Merrimack,
Dec., 1897.

State v. Cox.

On the trial of an indictment for a second offence of illegally keeping malt
sale,for aliquor former may provedconviction be by originalthe com-

thereon,plaint and the minutes of the clerk of court that theshowing de-
pleadedfendant andguilty was fined.

afor secondIndictment, offence of maltillegally keeping
for sale. Verdict for the state.liquor The former con-alleged

court;viction was before a and the of itrecord waspolice only
the original with itminutes indorsed thecomplaint byupon
clerk of thatcourt, the anddefendantshowing pleaded guilty
was fined. The and minutes in evi-complaint were received

to thedence, defendant’ssubject exception.

M. theFletcher, solicitor, for state.George

Daniel B. Donovan, Almon F. and MartinBurbank, Albin,
Howe, for the defendant.

Pike, J. The and the minutes indorsedcomplaintoriginal
it contained all forupon evidence of facts ex-explicit required

the were the thetending j evidence ofudgment. They only j udg-
ment in existence at timethe of hadtrial. The court authority
to allow a formal record to be made from them before receiving
the evidence. v. Ballou v.344; Smith,Willard 24 N. H.Harvey,



v.GREGG COMPANY.N. 247H.]

theN. H. The extended record would same facts29 530. prove
the same force that the and minuteswith complaint proved.
defendant would receive no benefit the in theThe by change
ofform proof.

It is in under similarheld Massachusetts circumstances that
the and clerk’s minutes are evidence of thecomplaint competent

184,Alden, 187;Pruden v. 23 Pick. Commonwealthjudgment.
227, 231;v. Mass. v. French, 201,107 115 Mass.Hatfield, Good

204. Similar evidence was withoutreceived, objec­apparently
intion, v. N. H.Caouette 67 159.Young,

overruled.Exception

did not theBlodgett, J., sit: others concurred.

Hillsborough,
Dec., 1897.

Gregg Page Beltinga. v. Co.&

known, described,Where a and defined article is ordered and suppliedoí by
manufacturer,a implied warrantythere is no that it shall answer par-the

ticular forpurpose required.which it was stated to be
action,A judgment is allconclusive as to facts and inlitigated determined the

against the defendant of record and seasonablyone was andwho notified
requested to defend.

a in an action forjudgment personal injuriesWhere anecessarily involves
offinding actual onnegligence part defendant,the of the he cannot recover

contribution or in a suitindemnity a thirdagainst party, bywho boundwas
the in thejudgment actionoriginal and whose tonegligence co-operated

■cause the if atinjury, the time of the accident neither could prehave
vented it the exerciseby ordinaryof care.

Case, for The seek to thenegligence. recoverplaintiffs
amount a obtainedupon thempaid judgment against by Joseph

for the him the theLevesque sustained from fall ofdamages by
elevator. The that fall of ele-plaintiffs’ the theplaintiffs allege

vator and wereLevesque’s consequent caused theinjury by neg-
of the in beltthe whichligence Belting Company repairing by

the elevator was sustained and and that re-operated, Levesque
themcovered on that Theagainst ground. CompanyBelting

were notified of toseasonably suit andLevesque’s requested
defend it.

The in evidenceplaintiffs put Levesque’s judgment against
them and its The belt manufacturedwasproved payment. by


