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a convicted of a crimec. that1827, 118, § 19, enacts, byThe St. person punishable
have before sentencedto hard for a term of who shall beenconfinement labor years,

exceedingto hardlike shall be liable to confinement to labor not sevenpunishment,
toin addition the for which helaw for'the offenceyears, punishment by prescribed

and ifshall be twice before so and he shall betried; convicted sentenced, punished
to hard c. no73,confinement labor for life. The St. that convict1832, enacts,by

heshall be sentenced force of the in the statute of unless shall1827,by provision
dischargedhave been twice sentenced and twice from The St. 1833,before prison.

c. the statute and and sentenced85, 1832,of enacts that a convictedrepeals person
to confinement to a shall been before sen-hard labor for or havemore, whoyear

discharged, be sentencednot less than a and shall shalltenced for have beenyear,
hard in to theexceedingto confinement to labor not additionseven punish-years,

in casefor and hement for the offence he shall be tried;law whichprescribed by
discharged,and twice he beshall have twice before been convicted sentenced and may

a less than sevento hard labor for or for notconfinement life, periodpunished by
&c. in 1816 for a of andin A convict was sentenced termaddition, years,years

adischarged. In a second he was for termconviction,was sentenced1818, upon
inandof and to an one He 1830additional confinement for escaped,year.years,

in and and sentencedoffence, 1834,committed an for lie was tried convictedwhich,
havingfor a term of been enacted1832,of It was that the statuteheld,years.

the commission offence and before the was nottrial,after of the applica-repealed
repealing1833, 1832,ble the that of the statute of restoredcase;to the statute by

the to had ;of 1827 as if 1832 been andstatute its that of never passedoperation
could of as that1827,that the convict force the statute of modified ofnot, byby

havingnot twicebe sentenced for more than been dis-life or for seven1833, years,
charged, might sentenced,but that he be a convict who had once been sentencedas

discharged, exceedingand been to confinement sevenonce not years.

of theThis was an from a Municipaljudgmentappeal
Thein 1837. in-an filedCourt, rendered informationupon

March, 1816, the defendant wasforth, information set that
a coun-of beforeconvicted and stolen goods,larceny receiving
toto be hardVermont,in and was sentenced confinedcourtty

for of twoState,labor the termin the state of thatprison
hehim, and was; that the sentence was executed uponyears
he; that 1818in wasfrom theafterwards discharged prison

Court, of three distinctbefore thisconvicted at Cambridge,
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Common-thief,andlarcenies, sentenced, as a common notoriousand was
to to confinement tofor andfifteensolitary imprisonment days, y_

Mott.in the stateafterwards,hard labor for the term of five years,
; a in the samein that at dayCharlestownprison subsequent

Court,term him theof this an information was filed byagainst
and inforth the conviction sentenceAttorney-General, setting

Vermont, and that the additional punishment, pre-praying
in becase,the such awardedscribed statuteby might against

; Court,him it this that the de-that was thereupon byadjudged
fendant should be further forpunished by solitary imprisonment
seven and afterwards confinement to hard labor fordays, by
one after of ;the the sentence thatformer af-year, expiration
terwards, 1822,on the 8th of before the ofJune, expiration

sentences,theeither of the defendant fromunlawfully escaped
October,the and not 25thwas until the ofprison, recaptured

to1834, andwhen he was back thereto confined hardbrought
;labor in of ofthe this Court andagain sentencespursuance

1837,that on the 18th of after had beensuch sentencesApril,
him, heexecuted wasupon discharged.

defendant,The information further forth,set the afterthat
from back,his the and before he atwasescape prison brought

a term of ofthe Common held atCourt Pleas andbegun
June, 1834, larcenies,in was of twoconvictedSpringfield,

6th 1830,committed on the of wasand bysentencedJuly,
court, offence,that for one to oneforsolitary imprisonment day

and confinement to hard labor in the state for two years,prison
offence,and thefor other to for onesolitary imprisonment day

and confinement hard in theto labor state for one year,prison
from the ;of the sentencecommencing expiration previous

wasthat the theprisoner afterwards removed to state atprison
Charlestown, and these sentences were to be executedbegun

him after the before recited ofupon sentences this Court had
executed, wit,been to on the 18th ;of 1837 and thatApril,

the defendant still inwas in execution of theremaining prison
ofsentences the Court of Common Pleas. Wherefore the

thatinformation the Courtprayed, awardMunicipal might
the defendant the additionalagainst bypunishment, prescribed

instatute such case made andthe provided.
term ofAugust 1837,At the the Court in theMunicipal
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information,Common- returnedand thedefendant was tried this juryupon
wealth verdict, true.a that the therein werecontainedchargesv.
Mott. The be arrestedmoved,defendant thethat mightjudgment

for the :reasonsfollowing
1. aThat no him as thirdcan be renderedjudgment against

itcoiner, so called in of becausethe the prison, ap-language
case,in the thatfrom the information otherandpears papers

the ofnot, sentences,he had at in Courtthe time of his last
convicted1834,Common Pleas in been twice before and

ofsentenced the or otherto state- of this ofState anyprison
States,the United and twice therefrom.discharged
no him as a2. That to be renderedjudgment ought against

information,comer, &c.,second because it from theappeared
lastwás sen-that the which the defendantseveral offences for

1834,tenced in were commit-the Court of Common Pleasby
1830, 1832,the St.ted in ofthe and before the enactmentyear

73, 1833,c. and St. c. 85.
and theCourt,This themotion was overruled Municipalby

an additional ofdefendant was sentenced to punishment solitary
forto laborconfinement hardfor one andimprisonment day

the de-sentencein the From thisseven stateyears prison.
atCourt; a new trial hadand,to this uponfendant appealed

found thein the1837,of this Courtthe November term jury
with an immaterialtrue,in the to befacts stated information

in the case.not questionexception, affecting any
awhenever1827, 19,St. that118,The c. provides,§

shall,crime, whereofof theconvicted any punishmentperson
offor term years,to hard laborlaw, anybe confinement'by

orin thisasentenced to likehave been before punishment,shall
to soli-be sentencedhe shallStates,other of the Unitedany

and to confinementdaysnot thirtyexceedingtary imprisonment
to thein additionseven pun-to labor not years,hard exceeding

bewhich he shallfor the offence forishment law prescribedby
twice before convictedhave beentried; in case he shalland

beaforesaid, he shall con-bymanner punishedinand sentenced
aslabor for life and solitaryfinement to hard by imprisonment

mentioned.before
beno shall sen-73,c. that convict1832,The St. provides,

118, 19,St. 1827. c.inof thebv force provisionstenced §
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Commonsentenced tounless he has at two times before beenseveral
time,in moreconfinement a state for a at eachprison period,

Mott.than one and been duetwice therefrom inyear, discharged
law;course of and that instead of the additional punishment

life,confinement forby 1827,the statute of theimposed by
convict be sentenced for life or notfor a less thanmay period
seven years.

1833,The St. c. 85, that whenprovides, any person, upon
conviction, beshall sentenced to confine-punishment byduly
ment to hard thelabor in state of onethis State forprison year
or more, and shall have been sentenced abefore to like punish-
ment court of thisby State or other of theany Unitedany
States, for a of not less than one and haveshallperiod year,
been from such former sentence indischarged due course of
law, he shall be sentenced to an additional soli-punishment by

nottary imprisonment and toexceeding thirty confinementdays
hard labor not ;sevenexceeding and that inyears case such
convict shall have been twice before convicted and sentenced to
a state in mannerprison, aforesaid, and twice there-discharged
from, he be sentenced to tomay confinement labor forhard
ife or for a not less than ;sevenperiod and that the actyears

1832,of 73,c. be repealed.
The case was in onargued the ofwriting thepart prisoner,

b7
E. D. Sohier and D. S. TheGreenough. is notprisoner

liable to be either as a orpunished, comer,second third thefor
reasons.following

A law act,after the of anpassed innocent thedoing making
or,act if such act werepunishable, then increasingpunishable,

void,the an ex law,is 1penalty, post and therefore Bl.facto
;Comm. 46 ;Declaration of art. 24 Declaration ofRights,

;of art. Bull,15 Calder v. 3Rights Maryland, Dallas, 390,
397. a lawBut after the of a act,criminalpassed mak­doing

so,it isless and not exing merely retrospective, post facto.
6146, ;c. Bull, Dallas,Revised Calder 3Stat. v. 391.§

toThe defendant is be if all,at the law as itpunished, by
1830,stood in when committed,the last offence wasJuly, un-

less between that time and the time of his trial this infor-upon
mation, the law has been or therepealed, mitigated.penalty
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in force.118, 19,c. was1830, 1827,Now in the St.Common- July, §
wealth on1837, andinformation intried thisThe wasprisoner upon.v.

commis­time ofMott between the the1832,the 29th of February,
theinformation,thesion of trialthe offence and the upon

statute, containing1832, 73, This thoughSt. c. was passed.
theclause,no implicationrepeals byrepealing yet virtually

;306 Bart­118. 11827,St. c. Leach’s Cas.19th "section of
5v. Pick;545 Nichols12 Squire,lett v. Mass. R.King,

ex but168. said to be post facto, retrospect­It cannot be
aincrease, toits not but diminishive, penaltyeffect tobeing

incurred.
ato1832, 73,c. in order personThe St. subjectrequired,

been,he haveits that shouldunder provisions,to punishment
into confinement abefore,”two several times sentenced“at

“ more than onetime,a year,”for at eachstate prison, period,
“ ofin due coursetherefrombeen twice dischargedand have

statute, and is thereforeis aMoreover itlaw.” highly penal
;Reab, 4734 R.v. Mass.construedto be strictly. Melody

; Phil­Commonwealthv.v. Mass. R.Gibson 15 205Jenney,
11 34.Pick.lips,

if statute is the law which the deiendant’s caseNow this by
to be he ifis does come under its con-judged, provisions,

? and that his laststrued Is itstrictly alleged proved, before
“conviction, wit, June, 1834,to in the twohad,defendant at

times,” inconfinement,several been sentenced to statea pris-
on, shows,and been twice ? verdict that heThedischarged

term,at the statetwice,had been the same sentenced to prison
1818, not,in the timeCharlestown, to but had at of hiswit,at

1834,in June,trial been at all. And thisdischarged clearly
not, statute,of “twois within the the several times.”meaning

Stevens, shows,also14 Pick. 96. The verdict thatEx parte
sentenced to the Vermont statehad been prison,he previously

seem, therefore, that theIt wouldand thence discharged.
statute,this andis abolishedof second comers bypunishment

itswithinis not a third comer provisions.the defendantthat
does notof that this statuteCourt beIf the should opinion,

the of118, 19,c. directs manner1827,St. but onlyrepeal §
clear, that theconstruction, it nevertheless defend-is quiteits

it as a third comer. Forcannot under whetheant be punished
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Common-it or statute,the former thestill,controlled con-repealed by
wealthin Stevens, cited,struction Ex the defendantbefore isparte v.
Mott.it;not a third comer under and the only question remaining

be, not,would then orwhether under the two statutes taken
the liable totogether, is as aprisoner secondpunishment

comer. Now it that the last offence of which wasappears, he.
convicted, offence,was his third and that he had oncealready

;the ofundergone a second comer and itpunishment appears
itself,from the itstatute that was not toclearly intended punish

a convict twice a comer.as second The inference therefore
be,would seem to that the defendant must be as apunished

comer, that,third or not all,at and committed a thirdhaving
offence, and not liable to the of a thirdyet being punishment
comer, he must be discharged.

But be the ofwhatever the Courtmay opinion concerning
cited,the of theconstruction statutes it isalready apprehended,

doubt,that there can no St. 1833, 85,be that the c. is inappli-
case;cable to this that statute the laidbeing, upon principles

down in Calder Bull,v. ex since itfacto, increas-clearly post
es the of a crime after its commissionpunishment and before

itconviction. If were to be to thepermitted applied present
case, it would make the liable as a third comerprisoner upon
his sentence of seven and one 1818,in which liabil-days year,

was not incurredity under St. 1827, 118, 19,c. 20, the§
statute in force when the offences of 1830 were committed.
And Revised Stat. c. 146, 6, the Revisedby Statutes can§

nohave case,this because do notoperation upon they mitigate
the or incurred.penalty punishment

Austin and S. D. Parker(Attorney-General) (County-
for Commonwealth,the did not desire to beAttorney'' heard.

Shaw C. J. delivered of thethe Court. Theopinion March 18th.
of this information have theis to additionalobject punishment

awarded the either as a second or thirdagainst comer,prisoner,
as the law to the facts will warrant. The counselapplicable
for contend,the that law he is not liable to either.prisoner by

information is lawThis as a sort ofgivenproceeding by by
which the Court award thatmayancillary process by punish-

and to been awarded thement, which havemight ought by
if the ofhad,court before which the conviction was facts the

32VOL. xxi.
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Common- convictions,former sentences, and bad beendischarges, judi-
wealth to its is,notice. The thencially what addi-brought questionn.
Mott. tional if would the court beenhave authorizedpunishment any,

award,and to on therequired conviction at hadSpringfield,
factsthese then been before it. Whatever havebrought may

been the construction of of 1827, 118,the statute 19,c. §
which in 1830,was force in when the oflarcenies which the

beer,committed,convicted,was then' were it hadprisoner
least,modified controlled,at and its construction the St.by

1832, 73, 1833, 85,c. St. c.and before the conviction in
1834. For acts could notsubsequent increase thethough

an offence committed,penalty upon already yet they might
it;or diminish and such was the effect ofmitigate these acts.

is,The whetherfirst the terms of thequestion upon statute
1833,of the could be sentenced as on a third convic-prisoner

tion, 1832,that the act of which adeservesupposing may sep-
consideration,arate had not been The of thepassed. language

“is,statute such convict shall have been twice before convict-
ed and sentenced to the state of State,this or ofprison any

States,other of the in aforesaid,United manner and twice dis-
therefrom.” These words are clear andcharged unambiguous.

The convict must not have been twice convicted and sen-only
tenced, but twice or otherwise. But andischarged, by pardon

nofrom is theas defendant hasdischarge, learnedescape prison
to work theout oldby being compelled sen-by experience,

back.tence, when And such sentence andbrought discharge
must both occurredhave before the commission of the new
offence for he to bewhich is sentenced. The ofaggravation

third offence in hissuch consists committed it afterhaving the
influence of twoand reformingsalutary separate commitments

and twoto the therefrom orpenitentiary, discharges by pardon
sentence,of whole hadexecution the been tried in vain.
recurs,the whether theThen theuponquestion prisoner,

1827,of in connexion with the St.statute first inprovision
can be to the additional1833, as asubjected punishment, per-

had once before convicted,son who been andsentenced dis-
In this the terms second comercharged. considering question,

tend to mislead. These words arecomer,and third notmay
statute, awardin nor words The statutesused the equivalent.
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Common-sen-beforean has been onceadditional to him whopunishment
wealth

to himtenced and and a still severer punishmentdischarged, V.

Mott.lessBut it is not thewho has before beentwice sentenced.
dis-andtrue, has been sentencedthat a man once before

Sup-he before sentenced.has been twicebecausecharged,
addi-whatever, for an increasedthere nowerepose provision

stand,but the law shouldcomers,tional on thirdpunishment
and sen-that who been convictedhad beforeany person

a manandtenced, liable to an additionalshould be punishment,
wouldoffences,should be on severalconvicted successive

he hadit thatsecond,not be true each offence theafterupon
sentenced, and not thisbefore been and would bringconvicted

him and renderstatute,the of thewithinexpressly provisions
?him amenable on each additionalconviction to the punishment

fact, onceNor does the that the has been sentencedprisoner
comer,to additional as a second affect this ques-punishment
law,tion. the sentence for the offence ofThat was due by

for1818. He now for sentence the offences of whichstands
1834,he in Towas convicted and those this the sen-only.

tence for a is no bar.and distinct offenceprior
It clear of the law,from this view that but forappears very

the 1832,statute of the would have been liableprisoner clearly
to the additional statute apunishment byprovided against

who been convicted,had once before andperson, sentenced
wasHe sentenced to two indischarged. labor,hard theyears

state Vermont,in ;and had beenprison theanddischarged
offence of which he stood convicted and liable to sentence at

1834,in was suchSpringfield as him tosubjected imprison-
ment for ;at least two for heyears was so sentenced.

force,The law in when the committed,crime was 1830,in
1827, 118,St.was c. 19. convicted ofAny person any§

crime, shall,the whereof law,punishment be confinementby
to hard termlabor for of years, who shallany have been before
sentenced to a like State,court ofpunishment any this orby

States,other of the United not,whetherany or shallpardoned
be sentenced to notsolitary imprisonment, exceeding thirty

labor,and to toconfinement hard not sevendays, exceeding
to thein addition ;years, punishment law, &c.prescribed by

and it then for the acase of twice before soprovides person,
convicted and sentenced.
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Common- Had arrested, convicted,the andbeen tried imme-prisoner
wealth 1830,after the in he would beenoffences committed havediatelyv.
Mott. liable under this Then camelaw to the additional punishment.

that no1832,the statute of c. it was73, which provided,by
toconvict should be additionalthereafter sentenced punishment

the two times beenact,under former he had at severalunless
State, a at eachthis,in or other forsentenced, some period

there-more than one had been twicetime and dischargedyear,
in of law.from due course

to full ofWhether the theintended go lengthlegislature
all additional a second convic-taking away uponpunishment,

doubt,is totion, doubted,has been and some color thatgiven
the of lawthe the One ofby change ensuing year. great object

two convictions,the statute to declare thatwas, byundoubtedly
understood,thereafter be sentences and commitments atshould

therefromtwo distinct times and ordischarges by pardon
sentence,execution of the instead of two sentences atwhole

court,same ofthe term a to a constructionjudicialaccording
which had whateverbeen the former acts. Butput upon may

intent,have been the the is clear and that nolanguage explicit,
sentenced,convict should he had been twice combe unless

1834,and ofmilled and The sentence convictiondischarged.
committed,for an after theoffence wasalthough previously

act;of the had been twicethis hethoughpassage prisoner,
sentenced, had been twice and therefore wasnot discharged,

act,the the Forfrom additionalexcepted by punishment.
law or forthe cannot create increasealthough' pastpenalties

offences, It notit can or them. was intake away mitigate
declared, itact,a of the but it that should notterms repeal

leastin a case. At itin a particular way, particularoperate
not have beenact, that the couldfar the prisonerso suspended
in force.this remainedunder the former whilstsentenced

St.itselfact was repealed byBut the thisyear following,
rendered,then1833, 2, of all85,c. with a saving judgments§

case.not affect the presentdoeswhich saving
ounish-additionalin first forstatute,This the providesplace,

ofconvicted anon should thereafter bement, a whoperson
in the stateto hard laborconfinementoffence bypunishable

“ ofof termsmore, years,”or insteadfor one yearprison,
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Common-bebeen held towhich hadwhich andwas the former language
wea'th40. And14 Pick.at two Exleast Seymour,years. parte B.

Mottbeen sen-beforehadthis was to when the convictbe imposed
States,Unitedof thein this ortenced to a like anypunishment

dueinbeenone and dischargedfor a not less than year,period
went on toIt thenof otherwise.law orcorarse by pardon

when the convictfor further additionala punishment,provide
andhad before twice so discharged.been sentenced

cannot beobvious,It is that the additional punishment
after; it was enactedbecauseawarded this of the lawupon part

this wasthe In one provisionoffence was committed. respect
one liable onit renderedformer,more than the becausepenal

for oneoffence,conviction of an imprisonmentbypunishable
haveformer the offence mustmore,or whereas under theyear

of construedbeen for a term years,punishable by imprisonment
act,later the formerto mean at thisleast two So byyears.
whereas thesentence have been for one only, byyearmay

former two But this isit must have been for at least years.
; is, thisimmaterial, for the reason that regardingalready given

a new it cannotas enactment andcreating imposing penalties,
case,be to the it was afterbecauseapplied prisoner’s passed

bethe offence liable tocommitted,was for which he stood
sentenced in 1834.

this,The is whether the act ofthereforequestion precisely
1833, 1832,the act of in effect annihilatedby repealing legal
it, and left the act of 1827 to its in the sameproper operation,
manner if 1832as that of had not been passed.

of in force when the crime1827,Bv the statute which was
committed, the liable to thewas was additionalprisoner pun-

ishment. of an offenceHe stood convicted im-punishable by
for a term of and was sentenced toyears, actuallyprisonment

for two He had before been sentencedyears.imprisonment
in for a term of to twowit,Vermont and dis-years, years,

in due course of law.charged
the act of 1832 an end to the of the actJf operationput

1827, before convicted,of as it once sentencedregarded persons
and and if the of this or actdischarged, repeal repealing qualifying

1827,not revive and restore the act of and leave it in forcedid
liablepenalwith its then the was notall consequences, prisoner
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in 1834 to be sentenced to the additional punishment, thoughCofnmon-
he had been once convicted,before sentenced and discharged.v

Mott. But if the the1833,effect of the statute of was to repeal
toact, an to the of ofend the actrepealing put suspension

1827, and leave it in force with all its aspenal consequences,
if the act of 1832 then, 1834,had not been in thepassed,

was liable to the additional on his convic-prisoner punishment,
;tion at 1830 thefor offences committed in andSpringfield

awarded,there he isadditional not beenpunishment having
now liable to additional this information.such punishment upon

The the of ais,rule this thatgeneral by repealupon subject
revived,the former withoutstatute, statute is anyrepealing

90 ;formal words for 1 Bl. 4 Inst.that Comm.purpose.
;326 Bac. Abr. tit. D.Statute,

But the statutes,theseprecise appears alreadypoint, upon
to have come of the Court and beenunder the consideration

Getchell, 16decided. In the case of Commonwealth v. Pick.
452, decided,it was that the of 1832 a ofact was suspension
the of the ofact 1827 in to additionaloperation punish-regard
ment in of convictions,cases second and that this suspension
was 1833,terminated the the actact of and thatby thereby

force;of 1827 was continued in that as a conse-necessary
if the offence with which the stoodquence, chargedprisoner

had been committed, or if the conviction had taken afterplace,
1833,the act of 1832 and before that of the wouldprisoner

not have been liable to the but bothadditional punishment,
1832,taken of and the informationbefore the acthaving place

that of 18271833,been filed of whichafter the acthaving by
in the was liableforce,was reinstated and continued prisoner

thereon to the additional punishment.
with one variation notcase,That is the presentprecisely

the offencecase,the In thisof the decision.affecting principle
the conviction1832,of andwas committed before the act

; the offence was1833 and soofhad after the actthereon was
ofwhilst the acthad,convictioncommitted, nor was thenot

that theall ofarein The Court opinion,1832 was force.
not exceedingliable to an additional punishmentisprisoner

118, 19,1827,St. c.of thethatseven §years, upon part
convict, beenhaswhoasuch uponwhich punishmentimposes
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Commonlabor, for termconfinement to hard aonce Defore sentenced to
wealth

the of anotherin state State-of years, prison v.
Mott.

Fiske.al. versus NathanetCornelius Driscoll

assignment of theirin the benefitan trust forbooksellers,Two executedpartners,
“ trade,stock init, books,should oecome to of all theircreditors who parties

notes de-anddebts,books of bookprinting account,andapparatus machinery,
as isand and suchnature,all their other of namemands, excepteveryproperty

being at their of business,from most of the same nowattachment, placeexempt
thea ofschedule of which is annexed and other and fuller schedules; property

assigned shall hereunto annexed as same can bebe soon as thehereby conveniently
“made.” The inschedule contained three of booksitems, viz. stock store,—print-

ing and ofand demands &c.” After the morematerials,—notes thanpresses lapse
beingmonths thetwo furniture of one of the then in his waspartners, possession,

assigneesattached a this the inserted it in theand after schedule.creditor,by
assignment, enoughthoughthat the the inheld,It was words of broad themselves

the were schedule that thefurniture, ;to restricted the furniture wascomprise by
“originally beingthe &c.”not included in schedule as themade, toapplicable

jgenerisejusdemthings assignmentthat evidence that the was intended toparol
embrace the furniture was it would theinadmissible, because written instru-vary

that the wastherefore,ment and valid.; attachment,

Trespass a sheriff to recover the value ofagainst deputy
1837,furniture him in as theJune,certain attached by property

W.of G. in a of B.suit andLight, againstBradley Light
J. A. Stearns.

the furniture was thea case it thatOn stated appeared,
of aswas claimed theItLight. plaintiffs assigneesbyproperty

1837, madean dated the 7th of byunder assignment, April,
benefit of creditors. To thisStearns,& for the theirLight

Stearns, who in thewere theninstrument &Light partners
Stearns,firm & werebusiness, the ofunder Lightbook-selling

andof the the of the second part,first part, plaintiffsparties
third Theit,who execute of thecreditors should part.the

“to the act tobe madeto agreeably regu-assignment purports
ofand distribution of the insolventlate the assignment property
&it1836, 238;)c. and Stearns(St. Lightbydebtors

“ trade,books,all their into the stockplaintiffs printingassign
of bookaccount, debt?,and books notesmachinery,apparatus

demands, andother of name nature,and all property everyand
sue!) of theattachment,as is from most sameexemptexcept


