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Smith 0n the back of the aspower acceptancean of the order.
areBut.we of powerthat the ofopinion, attorney couldTufts.~

not be revoked by What were the circum-Robbins.
stances, which led to this between thearrangement par-

Robbins,and case disclose. Butties the does not it may
conceived, that a haveprovisionbe sucheasily might

the wife and havefamily,toimportancebeen of great
circumstances, and andbeen, necessary proper,under the

interest, a ofan which court law isgivenhave the wife
aisplaintiff manifestlyThis mereto protect.bound

forwholly thetrustee, intended bene-provisionand the
family.andthe wifefit of

aIndeed, an husband forarrangement bywasthis
family, byandhis wife in theplacingofsupportthe

and theof hispart wages, defend-trustee aahands of
husband, boundthe himselfconsent of totheant, with

the Thewages. powerof of at-partatrusteeto tbepay
Butirrevocable. we attach no im-termsinistorney

circumstance, than itfartheranythis goestoportance
ato of theplace portionwasintentionthethatto show

trustee, for the use ofthe the wifehands ofin thewages
of control of the husband. Suchtheand outfamily,and

us the ofpower attorneyto thatcase, it seemsbeing the.
by the husband.nature, irrevocable 2was, veryin its

Mason, 249.
en»therefore, plaintiffthat the isopinion,ofare,We

verdict.thetotitled retain

John Cockran.versusCofranN. M.

bemustis, by agent, byan itconveyedland iswhenthatrulegeneralThe
deed, principal.of thethe namein

by aconveyed instate, be deedmayto a townbelonginglands■ thisPat
agent.of a authoriseddulythe name
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Gofranato recoverThis tracta of entry,was writ brought
commencedof onland action wasin Allenstown. The Coekran.

December, 1828, theuponthe and was tried gener-10th
al 1830.term,issue, at September

evidence,The introduced to provedemandant tending
W.that Thomas seized in fee of the de-Thompson was

manded He then will of the saidpremises. theproduced
allowed,dulywhich was and onThompson, proved the

3d 1822, by which demandedJanuary, premisesthe were
devised the of into town Candia fee.

He then offered in a deed :—evidence as follows
“ Know all by presents,men these that we, Daniel

Fitts, Eaton,Henry Lane,and John all of byCandia—
virtue of a Candia,vote of said passedtown of March
11, 1823, thereunto,us and infor considera-authorizing
tion of sum of in N. M.hand,the to us Cof-§500, paid by
ran —have thesegiven, by presents dogranted —and

Gofran,and the said N- M.unto his heirsgive grant and
forever, a certain tract of land inassigns Allenstown—

the land thatbeing same was devised to the town of Can-
late W.bydia the ThompsonThomas have and to—to

hold, &c. And we, in behalf of the town Candia,of do
hereby said N.covenant—with the M. Cofran—that
until hereof,the delivery the said town is the lawful
owner of premises,said that&c.and the said oftown Can-
dia will warrant and defend tothe same the said N. M

whereof,Cofran—In wewitness have hereunto set
October,our 18.25.seals,hands and this 11th

FITTS,DANIEL and seal.
EATON,HENRY and seal.

LANE,JOHN and seal.
He also in aevidence vote of the towngave of Can-

dia, at a onholden the 11thlegal meeting March, 1823,
“ devised,willto see if the votetown to sell landthe to
the town the late Mr.by Thompson, or vote any thing

land,said which may berespecting deemed whenproper
:—“vote was as Voted,metwhich follows athat com-
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Cofi'em sel]miitee of bethree andappointed authorized to the
v.

land in a manner as theysuch may proper,most inthinkCockran.

to the forpromoteorder which itobject was given.”
The Lane,demandant also Henryshowed that John

Fitts,Eaton and Daniel were aappointed bycommittee
in ofpursuancetown the said vote.the

in aevidence,He also dulydeed executed thegave by
Candia, 1830,on the September, by1stof whichtown
“ Cofran,andsaidratified and confirmed” to thetownthe

made the asbydeed afore-heirs, said committeethehis
“ to, in,andthe title interest and thesaid, right,and all

and described in the afore-of land mentionedtractsaid
deed, theand which aforesaid committee intendedsaid

him,and to theconvey saidto grant Cofran.”thereby
a inreturned verdict favor ofhaving de-The thejury

trial,moved for a newmandant, the tenant on the ground
have been themight title ofwhatever Candia tothat

that title notpremises, coulddemanded be consider-the
to the demandant thehaving passed by deedsas afore-ed

to the commencement of this action.said, previous
Fletcher,andattorney forSullivan, thegeneral, tenant.

I. Bartlett thefor demandant.andStevens r
C.RichaRdson, opinionJ. delivered the of the court.

thesaid, tenant,the of inpart case,on thisis thatIt
October, 1825, the11th in namethe of theofdeedtbe

law,not, in to tocommittee, passsufficient the de-was
the of Candia. To this istown ittitle ofthemandant

the in ofplace, that deed namein firstthe theanswered
inof the deed the ofa confirmation nametown, wasthe

made it sufficient from thecommittee, and beginning.the
deed, committee,in the name of thein thedefecttheIf

fromauthoritywantedthe committeethatonlybeenhad
name the townin the ofthe deedconvey,totownthe

been con-haveperhapsdeed mightothertheconfirming
committee,of thethe doingsofas a ratificationsidered

name, from thevaliddeed, in theirthemadehaveand
ofin nameto thethe deedBut the objectionbeginning.
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Cofrancommittee,is authority,not thatthe the committee wanted
v.

not, law,in title.passdeed is sufficient to thebut that the Cockran.
which,defect,that is a if itopinion,And are of thiswe

exist, no ratification or confirmation cure.canreally
namein the of the town be in itself suffi-mayThe deed

;title but think thatto the we no confirma-passcient
invalid,to avaliditytion can which isconveyance,give

a inshape,it is in which must law bebecause adjudged
Ato the title. confirmationpassinsufficient cannot change

in a theand make an estate mode which lawpassthe law
are, therefore, of opinion, that thenot allow. Wedoes

adds toof the town the validi-nothingin the namedeed
committee,name of the and isin the notthe deedty of

since the commencement of thisentitled, as it was made
in decision of thethe cause.suit, any weightto have

demandant,of thesaid, on the partis furtherBut it
of the committee was suffi-thé namethe deed inthat

land.to thepasscient
land is anis, conveyed bythat whenruleThe general
name of thea deed in the principal.byit bemustagent,

however,has, in102. It been decidedH.N. Rep.4
conveysan individual land asMassachusetts, that when

commonwealth, aunder author-resolveof thean agent
his own name suf-maya deed in beconvey,tohimizing

409, v. Bartholomew. But this de-6 WardPick.ficient.
that theon the ground,the courtplaced byiscision

thethe lands ofof so commonwealthconveyingpractice
that the land pass-andsixty years,forhad continued
deed.thebyresolve rather thanby theed

abyto real estatethe titlecannot now passTowns
whether, the landsifvote, consideration,it deservesbut

and so frequently conveyedsohave been longtownsof
convey-holdnames, that to suchin owntheirby agents

andmischiefproduce publicinvalid would greatances
validityerror has notinconvenience, giventhe common

sup-? it can beconveyanceto this form of We think
on no otherported ground.
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Cofraa A search has been in the ofmade offices the registers
v.

counties,of deeds in the several and it appears'that with-Cockran*
thirtyin years last past, deeds to the number of nearly

record,three hundred have been put upon which landsby
to conveyedtowns have been to bebelonging attempted

samein the manner as in this case. And is not doubt-it
ed, times,that from the earliest have beenwhen agents

towns,authorized to lands con-convey to thebelonging
has ofveyance been made most in the namegenerally

mischief, in-is theimpossiblethe to calculateagent, ft
decision,and follow -amayconvenience whichhardship,

a And areby opin-that such deed. we ofnothing passes
“ion, the maxim communiserror settlethat mustjus,"fácil

existence,The inthis case. has beenpractice too long
to totoo admit of suchgeneral, validityand the deeds

in question,called and bebe mustthere
on theverdict-Judgment

Dodge.P.versus JonathanDavid Shaw

1799,24, in-the statute of Dec.day, meaningthe ofwithinThe Lord's
hours, midnight.atendingandtwenty-four beginningcludes

day illegal.isprocessof on thatcivilThe service

for an assault and falsetrespassofThis was an action
underjustified pro-The defendant legalimprisonment.

for the of Fishersfield.cess, a of taxes townas collector
thearrest was made onthat theplaintiff replied,The

; and1830, was the Lord’s daywhichofday April,11■
taken.thereuponissue was

term,Februaryhere, atof above issuetrial theOn
madearrest wasevidence, that the1831, it inappeared

10th, theor inearlythefollowingin the nightsometime
1830.April,the ofdayof 11thmorning


