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did notevidencethat theforstands, warrant sayingthere is no
thatthe conclusionwarrantfacts foundThethe finding.justify

ofThe statuteof thedeed to use plaintiff.took the thethe Avife
in the plaintiff.estateand theuse vests legalexecutes theuses

N. H.69491;H. Fellows v.50 N. Ripley,Hutchins v. Heywood,
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fact, seem towouldlaches, it one ofso far as isofThe question
adecree, finding againstwhichof the presupposesbe bydisposed

507, 511; Enc.12Whidden, H.59 N.v.Pagethat contention.
hereMoreover, are claimingthe defendants839,Pl. & Pr. 840.

title, andhad nosheAs thethe wife. plaintiffagainstthrough
Errol, 59Ferrin v.than she did.no betterthe defendants stand
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overruled.Exception

All concurred.
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earnings, good and for aassignment in faith valuablefuture receivedAn of
partconsideration, by knowledge ofon the theinvalidated mereis not

bypurposeassignor’s other creditors.assignee to defeat attachmentsof the
purpose providingearnings, for theofassignment of future made for theAn

family,support assignor and his is not as matter of fraudulentthe lawof
existing creditors.as to

trustee, plaintiff foreignin cannot raise theagainst a attachmenttheAs
assignment earnings by the defendant isquestion an of futurewhether

as matter offraudulent law.

Foreign and thebetween theAttachment. Issue plaintiff
term, 1902,Peaslee, J., NovemberTrial before at theclaimants.

court.the superiorof
the defendant’shold an of wages,The claimants assignment

The claimantsfraudulent.seeks to avoid aswhich the plaintiff
anthe defendant tookand creditors of assign-are beinggrocers,

offor a termbecome due him from the trusteeof toment wages
Theand recorded.The Avas executedmonths. assignment duly

and obtainan old debt payclaimants was to secureof theobject
His objectsell the defendant.what thereafterfor they might

his otherand also to defeat attachments byAvasto obtain credit
claimants,the but theyThese facts were known tocreditors.
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were not of fraud in fact. Whenguilty any the wasassignment
made with the defendantthey to let himagreed have frommoney
time to time out of that trustee,collected from the with which to

rent, bills,his doctor’s etc. Therepay was no as toagreement
have,how much would let him orthey when would it tothey pay

him. understood thatThey couldthey the whole to theirapply
account if saw fit. drew thethey They retainedpay fortnightly,
a or less of it at theirgreater andpart pleasure, the balancepaid
over to the defendant. After the service of the writ the trustee

the claimants thepaid earned the defendant thewages by before
writ,service of the and the claimants a thereof to thepaid part

defendant. His debt to the claimants at the time of the service
of the trustee was thanprocess the sum himgreater due from the
trustee. The trustee was and thedischarged, plaintiff excepted.

Solt,Sermon for the plaintiff.

Son,Ira for the claimants.Colby¿-

Bing-ham, J. It that the claimants took theappears assign-
consideration,ment for a valid and that fraud inthere was no
circumstances,fact. Under such their that the defend-knowledge

ant desired to attachments of hisprevent future byearnings
other creditors did not invalidate the Fradd v.assignment.
Charon, N.69 H. 189.

So far theas was for the of the defendantassignment support
and his it could not be declared fraudulent in law. Pro­family,

Brooks, 479,venCher 64 N. H.v. 481.
invoked,When the trustee is the stands in theprocess plaintiff

of trustee,shoes the defendant as theprincipal respects charging
and can raise such as are theonly questions to defendant.open

Records,He cannot raise the of fraud in law. v.question Corning
390, 397, 398,69 N. H. and cases there cited.

overruled.Fxception

All concurred.


