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HAYNES,vs. jun.THRASHER DAVIDJACOB

demands which ameA of does not between thesubmission demands embraceall
the ofand time the award.saiinissioa

wasawarded, the award founded inand it thatgr'ssIVher3 a sum is appear part
submitted, the will be held void.not wholematters awardupon

bond, 13, 1819. Thea dated defend-on JanuaryDebt
condition, andof the bond and the itcraved appear-oyerant

void,to beits condition if onebond wasthat theed by
beaward to made between himanshouldEasiman perform

the said Thrasher.and
sub-that theotherdefendant, pleaded,things,The among

of all demands betweenwas a submissioa existingmission
Thrasher; wasand that a sumthe said Eastman gross

theEastman, and that award em-to be byawarded paid
Eastman, to T. S.and onea note madebraced hy payable

Thrasher, March, 1818,indated which note didfor $128,
of the said Jacobthe Thrasher untilnot become property

to submit the demandsthe betweenafter agreement existing
the; and ended issue,was made in anpleadingsthe parties

the said note.the award embracedwhether
term, 1821,here at whencause was triedThe February

was favor of theissue found in defend-abovementionedthe
was totaken,The verdict however .the opin-ant. subject

the case.theof courtion upon
Sullivan, for the plaintiff.

Bartlett,and 7. for theCutts defendant.
Woodbury, J. A of all matterssubmission in ordispute,

embracesdemands,of suchall demands andonly disputes
theexist between at the date of thepartiesas submission.

is the fair ofThis construction the of the submis-language
sion, and theaccords with nature of the transaction : and it

the rule of wellis the civil as as of the (1)common law.(l) onKyd
Awdnls141isIt then,clear that the arbitrators in this case notought

haveto considered the rule mentioned in the sub-asplea
tomitted their decision.
isBut the award for this ?cause void In some cases,

where an award embraces submitted,matters not if the
different matters considered and decided the arbitratorsby

set outare in the the is toaward, award heldseparately be
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Thrasher only 293,submitted. 2as to the matters not. Saund.void
jun. 309. Hill vs. Thorn.—Yelv.98­ .—­Brett.­—­2 Mod. Rep.Haynes, vs.Pope

268,534, Fox vs.585.­—­2 Wilson12 Mod. Smith.—­ Cro.
663.­—­8 East 450.­—7 ditto 85.­—­14 John. 108-13James

268.ditto
submittedmatters not are theBut where considered bj

awarded,a sumand is the whole award isgrossarbitrators*
587, Lee vs. Elkins.­—8 39912 Mass.void. Mod. Rep,Rep.

Eliz. vs.432, onSamon KydPeters vs. Pierce.­—­Cro. Pitt.­—­
249.Awards

;us is andbefore a sum awardedcase now grossthe
inthe their awardit is that arbitratorsfound groundedas

awardthem,to the wholematters not submittedpart upon
renderedtherefore, to bevoid. uponis Judgment ought,

the verdict.

SMITH.ELLIOT vs. REUBENJACOB
stranger cuttingagainst a forthe in favor of the reversioneron case liesTrespass

land.trees on the
fencing, cannot sell woodbutforandlife cut trees for ñrewoodA tenant for may

-fencing the land.to .forpay

Itof waste.theinwas action the caseThis an on nature
oftime committingthedeclaration, that atin thewas alleged

certainofseized awasone Martha Sleeperthe grievance,
thereofreversionfreehold, theas ofdemesneclose in her

to in-defendant, contrivingthein the yetplaintiff;being
estate, the 13thonin his said reversionarythe plaintiffjure

treestwo oakcut downNovember, 1818,of wrongfullyday
themcarriedandtookofvalue andclose of the $10,in said

theuse, wherebyownhisthem toand convertedaway,
estate.reversionarywas in his saidinjuredplaintiff

1821,term, upo»tried here at Septembercause wasThe
evidence, that theinissue, itwhen appearedthe general

thelife,in forof locusthewas seized quoMartha Sleepersaid
en­defendantthe;the and thatin plaintiffreversion being
ofof the valuetrees,twocut and carriedtered and away

It alsoto use. appearedbis ownand converted them$10,


