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wife,maker, to thetosubstance. can this notice to the notHow pay
wife, her, toand unknownneither addressed to the nor communicated to

endorsement, a revocationat the be asthe endorsee the time of treated
that the caseof the endorse? And it is tobe observedtoauthority

to an endorsee’s­does not show on the of theany objection part plaintiff
the defend­wife,under the of nor toendorsement the byright payment

endorsee, the defendantant to an till this suit was Hebrought. gave
wife; histonotice that he not but said againstshould the nothingpay

endorsee; to himself.to an and did asknot then for paymentpaying
1860, himdefendant, noticeAnd when the on the 13th of August, gave

to him un­note andthat he was sued on the an endorsee shouldby pay
notdid comehe had an the noless indemnity,indemnity, plaintiff gave

defend, thatdoes not madeto and to have objection pay­appear anyup
should thement be made to endorsee.

note; that there-think the had to endorse theWe that wife authority
in was revokedcase show that the authorityis the tonothing tending

endorsement; thethat transferredthe the wife’s endorsementbefore
endorsee; that him wasto andnote payment-to pay-consequentlythe." had. no caseof the and the is that thement note: conclusion plaintiff

theverdict,which for of course the verdict foron he could ask a and
wasdefendant right.

raised onThis makes it to the otherconsider questionsunnecessary
case.the

the verdict.onJudgment

LucyBank v. Tr.Claremont Clark,

that athe fact summoned asagainst defendants,several woman trusteeactionanIn principal
• not of itselfdefendants is in this State sufficient to ex-of one of thesethe wifeis principal

answeringmaking a or from material as to her title todisclosure,fromhercuse questions
in and of which insuit,which attached the her husbandlands were wascertain possession

of the attachment.at the time

others,the Mountains Railroad andaction was WhiteThe against
defendants, others,and and as trustees.ClarkLucyas principal

usual and thefiled the elected to take herplea,Clark plaintiffLucy
:—was as followsHer disclosuredisclosure.

Snow,A. F. for the toby Att’y“Interrogatories proposed plaintiffs,
Clark, trustee aforesaid:sued assaid Lucy

at the time of the service the1. Had of writJit. you plaintiffs’
had,or at time sincehave chat-any anyyou money, goods,you,upon

defendants, them,or the or intels, credits of handsof anyrights your
■or possession?

that,I am counsel ofns. the MonismyA advised wifeby being



■ 135BANK v.July, CLAREMONT CLARK.1865.]

asClark, made liablesuit,ofone the defendants in this I cannot be
*, unlesstrustee thistherefore decline or otherany question,answeringI

order of «the court.by
theall,Int. 2. if at to ofwere deeds takenWhy, yourunning

Clark,Whitefield, husband, was inlands in of which pos-Morrisyour
the ? Whatsession at time were on writattached thethey plaintiffs’

When,the howwas consideration for such ?really conveyancespaid
and was ?whom itby paid

Ans. I decline for stated.”the reason aboveanswering
The the disclosurequestions were reserved.arising upon

Snoiv, for plaintiff.

Waitt, forBurlce & Clark.Lucy

Bartlett, J. the statutes of athisBy jyomahState married muy,­
even,circumstances, contracts,under certain make husbandand .herwith

196;which will be valid at law: Lord,Albin N. in va­v. 39 H. and­
rious cases sue and be sued in she soleher own name as if weremay

unmarried; 149,sec. ; 4;1846, 327,and R. ch. 3­ ch. sec. LawsS. Laws
;1860, 2342, 34;ch. 3­sec. Jordan v. 143 N. H. Ames v.Cummings,

Foster, 42 N. H. 382. The as toterms of these statutes are so broad
allow, instances, wife,in certain suits at and andlaw husbandbetween

are withthey not in the statutealternative clause like thatcoupled any
Maine, 405,Gorman,of which the 41decision in Me.upon Smith v.

court;is the ofby and this naturalplaced construction of the language
Lord,these isstatutes their 39v.required by Albingeneral design.

case,H.N. 203. In the theliable asas Mrs. bepresent Clark may
defendants,trustee ofeither her husband notwith­or of others theof

coverture,her thethe mere of one offact that she is the wifestanding
isdefendants insufficient to excuse firsther from the question.answering

The section of ch.thirty-third 208 of the Revised Statutes provides
that real“when estate shall be attached on such per-­anyany process,
son as thesummoned trustee in such to disclosebeprocess may required

claim, same;his have,of if he itto if shallthe andgrounds any ap-.
on the disclosure that it was him to its beingtopear conveyed prevent

debtor,seized on mesne or foror execution theprocess against' principal
creditor,the of or theor that he holdspurpose delaying anydefrauding

absolute,title forsame a trustbut which is in fact onby apparently any
or suchsuch debtor other shall be renderedjudgmentperson, against

trustee costsand thefor we do not think fact thatthat the simple
defendant, Clark,trustee is the the a suffi­wife of Morris itselfis of

notcient excuse for her her answerthe second forquestion;answering
be material asbothmay her husband and his co-defendants—respects

Kendrick, costsv. 8 N. 522. as toBell H. theWhether provisions
women,thein section cited to ourmarried and whether presentapply

wifestatutes have in made themodified the thatany respect generalrule
of a debtor issueto for the in an betweenincompetent testify plaintiff
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trustee, Mellen,him areand the H. ques-19 N.Coburn v. 198,)(see
tions not now before us.

termThe attrustee must be defaulted unless she obtain leave thejrial
to make a further disclosure.

Eastman Morrison.v.

aa has the and declaration inserted orIf blank writ been filled with the names of partiesup
againá the usedannexed so as to be same blank cannot beservice,writ forreadycomplete

afor writ in another suit differentbetween parties.

Term,at the MarchIn this case the defendant moved seasonably
1864, entered, thethe that the writ bewhen action ivas quashed upon

the was made had beenthat the blank which writuponalleged ground
an favor ofused in of action in John S.the commencementpreviously

;Smith, its officeB. and had thereforeIsaacBryant against performed
writ sothat theand the defendant to show evidence aliundeoffered by

the hands of an offi-filled the had been intosaid Smithagainst putup
service, the of hisfor and attachmentcer had been served by property;

Thethe and thebut court the evidence defendantrejected excepted.
make a returnthe be todefendant then moved that- officer required upon
Smith,file, but this mo-the writ which is on of the saidservice upon

the court.for of wholetion was reserved the consideration
on face of theThe that it was thedefendant then contended apparent
usedfilled and to commencewrit that the blank had beenpreviously up

; in-as it didsuit the aforesaid and appear upona said Smithagainst
saida made and the Smiththat such writ was completed againstspection

altered,blank, it didafterwards but notthe same and appearupon
to an officer forso waswhether the writ made deliveredSmithagainst

service.

for theBryant, plaintiff.

Morse, for the defendant.efiWestgate

writ,the that a writIt on ofC. J. appeared, inspectionPerley,
the actionmade and on the same blank in John 8.had been completed

itnot that had de­Smith;v. S. it did beenIsaac appearBryant but
that After what related to thefor service in action.livered out erasing

Smith, to thisv. the blank used commencesame wasaction of Bryant
and with the names ofa writ has been filledWhen upsuit. completed

a declaration or annexedto the suit and inserted accordingthe parties
its office and cannotwe the blank writ has donethinkto our practice,

action. This furnishes a andto commence anotherused plainbe again


