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Coös, )
2, 1930. )Dec.

Lepage Tr’ee.v. &Peter Arsenault Marcel

plaintiff.Ryan, for theMatthew J.

trustee.LaForce,and F. Maurice for theEdmund Sullivan

legalhad nopresiding justicetheThe statement ofMarble, J.
rulingfinding fact orany specificin ofit did not resulteffect, since

wasThe caseTherrien, 81 N. H. 117.&c. Co. v.of law. Beaudette
compensationproceeding equityin to recoverin which asimply one

L., 178, adjusted by parties.thec. wasunder P.
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chapterSection 35 of provides178 “weekly paymentsthat due
chapterunder assignable levy,this shall not be or subject to execu-

tion, attachment or legislativesatisfaction of debts.” The intention
exempt compensationto all classes of trustee-processfrom or other

plainlyforms of attachment is evident from the the statute.context of
unnecessaryIt paymentswas to ininclude section when death35 due

a injury (s. byresults from 19),workman’s since the terms of section
paid20 the legal representative anysum to the of employeedeceased

is those,for the benefit of by implication those,and onlyclear who
are innamed the section. provisionsThese of the are analo-statute
gous L.,to 302, 9-14,P. c. ss. given interpre-and should be a similar
tation. General, 518;See Hinman v. Director N.79 H. Holland v.
Company, 83 N. H. 482, payable486. All other theamounts under

may fairlyact designated “weeklybe payments,” and are therefore
expressly exempted byfrom attachment section 35.

employeeWhere the totally partially incapacitatedis or he en-is
weeklytitled paymentsto in (ss. 21, 23),the strict ofsense the term
employerand if his fails make payments, may petitionto such he the

superior to rightcourt determine his (s. judgmentthereto 25). The
in such proceeding, lumpif in his favor, equalis a sum the amountto

paymentsof weekly prospectivelythen and (s. 27).due him Ob-
viously term “weekly payments”the in to in-section 35 was meant
clude “lumpthe comprising weeklysum” prospectivethe accrued and
payments the petition.recoverable on workman’s

equallyIt is obvious that the legislature did intend to excludenot
operationfrom the of section 35 inthose cases which the workman's

compromised.suit is provides anySection 25 expressly ques-that
compensationtion mayas to which shall de-arise under the act be

by agreementtermined by proceedingor a in equity. It would be
a narrow byconstruction indeed to a judgmenthold that rendered
the subject prohibitionscourt is to the of a judgmentsection 35 while
agreed by the partiesto is not. The statute for the“was enacted

protectionbenefit and factory operatives state,”of the mill and of the
and liberally“should be construed andfully adequatelyto effectuate

purposethe of its 311,enactment.” Barber v. N. H.Company, 79
313. See also Company,Mulhall v. H. 194,80 N. 199.

Exception overruled.

All concurred.


