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Sawyer.Hackett vs.

plaintiff ancestor,Where the claimed title under a deed B.from one to his dated
“January, 1811,in conveyed a except fifty'which certain of bylot land acres

lot;” where, provedmeasure off of the S. VY.end having deed,of said and a
1810, C.,July.dated from said B. conveying fifty exceptedto one the acres as

above, stating generallyand dividing run,how the line was to the defendant
deed,also dulyoffered in aevidence executed and acknowledged, but not re-

corded, beingit a deed from to ancestor,said C. the defendant’s and dated No-
vember, 1811, was—Held, deed, unrecorded,it thoughthat the last named was
admissible the fiftyto show defendant’s title to the exceptedacres in said deed

plaintiff’sfrom B. to the ancestor.
named,trespass a.In an for day partiesaction on certain adjoin-where the were

ing admissible,proprietors, it is not in dividingorder to show where the line
alleged trespass,was at time. the of the to introduce au award founded on a

subsequent agreement parties, wherebybetween the it outwas left to referees
bounds, agreeingestablish theto and byto abide their for future.decision the

Trespass, for and thebreaking entering plaintiff’s close,
of 15,lot No. in the fourth inbeing part Gilmanton,range

on the first ofday 1838, andJanuary, certaincarrying away
mill logs, &c.

toTo shew titlehis the loans in the plaintiffquo, input
a deed from one oneBadger to theYoung, plaintiff’s ances-

1811,datedtor, January 15, to “allconveying him of lot
4thin the15,No. range, fifty acresexcept by measure off

end ofof the south-west said lot.” There was evidence
to that theshow tookdefendant thetending logs in that part

conveyedthe lot saidbyof deed.
defendant offered aThe deed from said toBadger one

Julydated toClark, 2, 1810, himconveying “50 acres by
of themeasure off south-west end of lot No. in the15, 4th

of lots in theGilmanton; line ofrange dividing the said 50
and the of the lotacres, remaining that is unsold, ispart to

he with the end or line of saidparallel range lot.” He also
tooffered evidence shew that said andBadger Clark, at the

of thetime first offconveyance, tosurveyed Clark the 50
acres, and established and themarked dividing line, and that

knew of the deed and lineYoung before heprior dividing
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also of-defendantof the lot. Thethe residuepurchased
the defend-oneClark to J. Sawyer,from saidafered deed

1811,29,Novemberacknowledgeddated andancestor,ant’s
of thewhich,admission plaintiffto therecorded;neverbut

antookobjected, exception.having
aas todefendanttheevidence offered bytheTo rebut

Clark,andbyestablishedhaving Badgerline beendividing
tothesigned byan partiesoffered agreement,the plaintiff

in these15, 1839,at Gilmanton,and dated Aprilthis action,
words:

“ an undersigned:betweenagreementofMemorandum
Weeksto leavehave it toagreed Stephento wesay,that is

measure of landto off 50 acrestheWeymouthand Joseph
of lot Sawyerend the that Jeremiahthe south-westoff of

deed, metesto said and to make theof,a agreeable deed,has
and haveto abideand their doings,and webounds; agree

for thethem established future.”bythe bounds
another,back of said signedwas on the writing,There

at Gilmanton,and datedWeymouth, Aprilsaid Weeksby
these the under-“We,in words:commencing19, 1839,

duties us thebyto the assignedattendedhavingsigned,
that we have measured offhereby reportwithin agreement,

the end of lot No. 15,of land off of southwesterlyacres50
on to theaextending line,” &c., going give parti-by (&c.,

as to theculars line.)
objected to the admission of thisdefendant, havingThe

itthat, inasmuch as seemed to be anthe court ruledpaper,
theand a atto settle compromise existingdisputeattempt

not to how the lineit was admissible provedate, (1839),
totime of the nor shewallegedat thewas prior trespass,

the line at anywas about timeanythere disputethat prior
which therulingdate. Toto its plaintiff excepted.

for theand Christie, plaintiff.Hazelton

for the defendant.Clarice,C.W.
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Parker, C. J. Both ofrulings the court in this case
were There isright. no doubt that the deed from Clark
to J. notSawyer, though recorded, was admissible evidence
to shew the defendant’s title to the acres infifty excepted
the deed to Badger.

toAs the andagreement award, their effect was toonly
aestablish line for the thendividing butfuture; they could

not be evidence to shew what the line was at the time of
the alleged more than atrespass, year wereprevious. They

inadmissible.clearly

overruled.Exceptions

Smith vs. Brown.

action,law this state the anThe statute of authorizes amendment of originally
two,against by strikingbrought out the name of one them.of

liability defendant,tenddoes not to increase the of theNo amendment which will
discharge reccipter responsibilities.hisa from

discharge reccipter.that above will not aAn amendment like mentioned

lien, savingwithin the theWhether an is a of secondattachment section of the
1811,quaere?BankruptU. ofS. Act

judgmentcertainly perfect by againsta lien the rendition ofbecomes the de-It
fendant.

bankrupt, granted subsequentlyas a to thedischarge of the defendant rendi-The
receiptor.dischargejudgment, thetion will notof

thirty judgmentreceiptor days afterupon within in such aA made thedemand
receiptor.case, liability theofwill fix the

anddate was found-8, 1.842,writ bore JulyTheTrover.

the defendant to theby plaintiff,ed on three givenreceipts,
a on asheriff writattached him asby deputyfor property

and asBrown,John L. WilliamPerleyL. vs.PerleyJohn
of said were1840. Two10, receiptsdated Aprilcopartners,

1840. The last14,the otheranddated 13, AprilApril


