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1899, farm24, the PerkinsM. Temple conveyedMarch Susie

Winn, a deed which con-Elnora warrantyin Yernon to byMont
the wood and timbertained the clause:following “Reserving

aton described of land:piecethe Beginningstanding following
woodlot, tothence souththe east corner of said runningno.

wall; said wall and landthence running southwesterly bystone
G.said thence north by Henrythis ofday Temple;bout bought

Hutchinson; of G.Blood A. thence east landby Harryand Henry
M.II. reserves theBlood and Charles Trow. Mrs. Susie Temple

1899,1st, andfrom remove the lumberof two toyears Mayright
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u all the wood and timber now or down on thereserving standing
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Bingham, J. The title to the trees reserved in the deed of
1899,24,March was absolute. The fact that the deed provided

1, 1901,for their from theremoval land before did notMay
conditional,render the title to them but made their continuance

land Mills,the after that date unlawful. Hoit v. Strattonupon
C.,109; 452;54 Furbish,54 N. H. S. N. H. Smith v. 68 N. H.

123, 130; Webb,Irons 41 N. J.v. Law 203. theBy reservation
were, law,inthe trees of severed from thecontemplation granted

Holbrook, 313;land v. 45 N. Mills,H. Hoit v. Stratton(Kingsley
N. H.54 and as transformed109), effectually into personal prop­

had Prescott,as beenthey severed. Plumererty though actually v.
277;N. v. ;43 H. Town 51 N. H. 596­ v. Rail­Hazen, Stackpole

road, 493; Foote,62 N. 57,H. v. 63 N. H. 59.Dudley The
had no title to the trees and couldplaintiff’s grantor transfer

none. Neither teouldshe the contract between herself andchange
Flanders, ante,Kidder v. 345. TheTemple. trees that werep.

March, 1902,the land in andFebruary were theupon ofproperty
the defendant. The had then withplaintiff her title andparted

to the of land.-the Notright possession the owner of thebeing
committed,land or the trees when the was shealleged trespass

maintaincannot this action. The verdict was found forproperly
the defendant.

overruled.Exception

All concurred.


