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Kenney.v.Adams

byauthority,withoutwhether a deed was deliveredthe questionOn
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from theas corningthethe toby agent grantorsoffers communicated
asagentto theirthe thegiven by grantorsand instructionsgrantee,
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Trespass, and The plaintifffor crops.taking carrying away
a farm of hishim on leasedthat the were raisedclaimed bycrops

Adams, March,mother, The defendant deniedH. in 1876.Mary
delivered, orthe hadwas ever or that everplaintiffthat the lease

or claimedto of the farm andthe crops,was entitled possession
farmthat, 1876, he the and of saidin had purchased cropsAugust,

Adams, Adams. Oneand her husband NathanH. SpaldingMary
defendant;thethe deed to and it was ad-and deliveredwitnessed

terms,to butthat he was authorized deliver it somemitted upon
in The defendantthose terms were waswhat controversy. pro-

farm;ofwhat said about the sale the butto show Spaldingposed
it was before heevidence to show that was authorizedthe tending

excluded,deed,or the it was and noto make a sale deliver excep-
taken until after verdict.tion was
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of the deed to the defendant wasthat the delivery by Spalding by

them, andbetween unauthorizeda fraudulent understanding by
and, as on this thethe question, plaintiff, subjectgrantors; bearing

was to show the offers communicated toto exception, permitted
defendant,as from the andthe theirby Spalding, cominggrantors

him to of toto as the the deed the defendant.instructions delivery
that about dateThere was evidence to show the of thetending

the trustee suits weredeed to defendant several brought against
Adams, in H. Adams was summoned asNathan which trus-Mary

tee, disclosure; and,she the toand that left state avoid hergiving
the thedefendant’s was topermittedagainst objection, plaintiff

her toshow that on return the defendant sent her that she had
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Adams, them,and delivered to her that sheandby immediately
forwent Verdict theaway again. plaintiff.

Clark, forMorrison the plaintiff.
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Clark, The evidence whatJ. as to said about theSpalding
farm,ofsale the before he was authorized to make a orsale deliver

deed,the was and immaterial. If it had material,beenhearsay the
came too thelate after verdict. Theexception evidence of the offer

tocommunicated the defendant’s asby Spalding grantors coming
defendant, offrom the and the instructions the defend-given by

deed,ant’s to as to the of the wasgrantors Spalding com-delivery
the of topetent deliver theupon question Spalding’s authority

deed; and it was also material the whether thereupon question
awas fraudulent between and the defendant,conspiracy Spalding

as claimed theby plaintiff.
defendant,evidence thatThe about the date of thethe convey-

him,toance advised Mrs. toAdams leave the state and remain
until after court to avoid her disclosureaway in the trusteegiving

suits, indicated a on ofthe the todefendant aidpurpose inpart
ofthe creditors his frompreventing themselvesgrantors availing

remedies,theirof wasand aslegal to show thatcompetent tending
the defendant’s deed aswas fraudulent to creditors and the plain-

291;v.tiff. Whittier 10 N. Lee v.H. 43 N. H.Varney, Lamprey,
13; 118,v. 43 N. H. 125. The thatPomeroy fact theBailey,

adviseddefendant Mrs. Adams to remain was alsoaway competent
in of the claim of a fraudulentsupport plaintiff’s betweenconspiracy

defendantthe and in the of the deed.Spalding delivery

overruled.Exceptions

Stanley, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

State v. Welch.

mayAn action be maintained aupon recognizanceof debt to keep the
Manchester,into before the court of underpolice-entered Gen.peace,

St,, 8, notc. the was filed238, s. and made ofalthough recognizance
if the actioncourt; facias,in the otherwise were sciresupremerecord

because in that form of the record must be in theproceeding same
from which the writ issues.court

Debt, a theto and be of be-upon keep peacerecognizance good
havior for one into before the court ofentered Man-year, police

referee,chester. action committed to aThe was who found that
thethe condition of had been forfeited. The defend-recognizance

maintained,ant contended that the could not be becauseaction the


