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persons liable to pay the judgment debt and againat whom the execu-
tion can be levied. This provision of the law is not aimed at protecting
only the original debtor, 1t is based or economic grounds and aims af
preventing people from being deprived of their means of livelihood and
subsistence by the operation of the law of execution. That being so
the pair of oxen must be taken as being within goods whick “ shall not
““ be liable to be taken in execution,” as provided in section 14 of the
Civil Procedure Law, 1885, The guestion is who is now ** the debtor ”
within the meaning of section 14. The person or persons liable to pay
the judgment debt. The word debtor is not confined to the person who
originally contracted the debt, but the persons who are liable, and the
liability is not disputed in this case, to pay the persons in whose favour
the execution operates. This mode of exccution is not the only mode,
but the provisions and limitations made as to the operation of this
mode of procedure are on economic grounds, and the aim is to prevent
persons heing deprived of their means of livelihood and subsistence.

- Appeal allowed.

(FISHER, C.J. anp GRIMSHAW, P.J.]

CHRISTODOULC D. HAJIPAVLO
.

YEQRGHIOS MARKOULLIS.

FARMER DEBTOR—SALE OF DEFENDANT'S IMMOVEABLE PROPERTY-—EXEMPTION
—HBsroPPEL—PREVIOUS ORDER OF EXEMPTION—' SUFFICIENT LAND.”

In this case pluindiff oblained judgment against defendant for £500 and now seeka
to execute his judgment against the defendant’s smmoveable property. In a previous
casc, where the judgment debt amounted to about £5, the Court had, by consent, ex-
empled the property, an order for the sole of which, is now soughl.  Defendant clayms
the benefit of Law 10 of 1885, provise to section 21, and states ke 13 a farmer, but admits
tn evidence (ial he has one son being educited (n a good school and a daughier being
Irained in Athens,

The District Court gave judgment as follows:—

In this case the judgment ereditor seeks an order of the Court directing
the sale of the immaveable properties of the judgment debtor, the
parties not having arrived at any agreement as o the lands to be
exempted.
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In a former action an order of the Court was given by consent exemp-
ting a house and lands. under Registration No. 12355 situated in
Limassol.

Mr. N. Paschalis for the judgment debtor contends that such previous
order creates an estoppel, and claims continuous exemption of the lands
in question, he further claims that the lands under the said Registration
are absolutely necessary for the support of the debtor’s family.

Now firstly as to the question of estoppel.

Upon an examination of the proceedings and of the order given in
the previous action we find that such order was given, by consent of the
parties, in execution of a village judge judgment, to recover a sum of
£2 125, and interest thereon and 15s. costs, plus the costs of the appli-
cation. The debtor’s counsel, wiscly, does not contend that an order
given in an action between certain parties, amounts to res judicata
in a subsequent action on the same subject matter but between a
different plaintiff and the same defendant, he contends that such an
order creates an estoppel against any subsequent applicant seeking to
obtain an order for the sale of the property which had already been
exempted by the previons order.

In our opinion it is net so, the order in question was obtained by
consent in a case which had not been fought out, such an order may be
an estoppel, inter parties, but not as againsat the present applicant who
was not a party to that case.

This being so we have now to decide how much land is absolutely
necessary for the support of the respondent and his family according
to the provisions of Law 19 of 1919, seetion 3.  'We have heard evidence
on both sides. We find that the lands, sought to be exempted by the
respondent, form the most valuable portion of his estate. The res-
pondent himself assesses the value of the landas in dispute at £350 and
the remainder of the witnesses valued them up to £600 excluding the
house,

One of the witnesses for the applicant offered £600 for the lands in
question, this speaks for itself.

In construing the Law of 1919, we do not think that the intention of
the Legislature was to protect the farmer to the prejudice of his creditors,
but to secure for him sufficient land on which he and his family may live
in accordance with their status in life,

In assesging the amount of lands, which should be left to the farmers,
we must confine ourselves to what is absolutely necessary for the support
of himself and his family and not to enter into any extravagant ambi
tions which may be fostered by the farmer.
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The respondent’s family consists of himself his wife and five children,
the eldest being sixteen years of age.

There is evidence before us that the Zakali properties would be
sufficient for the support of the respondent and his family. We therefore
make an order for the sale of respendent’s immoveable property, except
houses and all his lands situated at Zakaki, Registration Nos. 559 of 6th
March, 1907, 656 and 657 of 11th December, 1911, 700 and 702 of 20th
October, 1913, and 705 of 23rd January, 1914, in execution of the
judgment herein and costs of this application.

From this judgment Defendant appeals.

For Appellant Paschalis.

For Respondent Clerides.

Judgment : Affirming the judgment of the District Court.

Appeal dismissed with costs.

Appeal No. 915.
[GRIMSHAW, Acting C.J. anp DICKINSON, Acting P.J.]

POLICE
v

LOIZO STYLLI A;\ID EIGHT OTHERS.
SiLRworMS—BANDEROLLES—Law 22 or 1922, Sec. 10.
This is & case stated by a Magisterial Court.
The facts are sufficiently disclosed in the judgment.
For Police the Assistant King's Advocate.
For Accused Stavrinakis.

Judgment : In the proceedings a case is stated from the Magisteriai
Court of Nicosia whether this case comes within section 10 of the Silk-
worm Protection Law No. 22 of 1922.

The facts shortly are as follows: —

The accused bought silkworms from one Dervishian, a licensed seller
in Nicosia, and each of the accused obtained a certificate from the seller
that he had sold each accused so many silkworms raised from eggs which
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