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an award is for all that is to be done on the oneIf void it is forvoid thepart,
whole.

it to thirdthe of landWhere owner after beingwhich, suedconveyed persons,
alleged agreedfor an headjoiningan owner with the intrespass, plaintiffby

referees, line—held,action to submit it to with to thethat settlepower that
determiningthe the bindingthe award of was notline, thereferees, upon

andto whom he had that grantees,; or their couldconveyedpersons they,
of it. theagainstthemselves in thatavailtherefore, action,not, plaintiff by

of estoppel.way

was a writ of to recoverThis seizin andentry, possession
land, situated in Dunstableof a tract of and inpartly partly

about twenty-four acres.Hollis, containing
as to aThe tenant disclaimed of theportion demanded

and nul disseizin as to thepleaded remainder.premises,
aThe demandant introduced warrantee deed from William

to Lovell andBlood, Zacheus Abel datedBlood, January 30,
a certain tract of to1804, land,conveying includealleged

the demanded He also introducedpremises. conveyances,
which it thatby one undivided quarter ofappeared thepart

land to Zacheus Levelconveyed Blood,and Abel ultimately
vested in the demandant. He then introduced evidence to
show that the northern line of the land theconveyed by
deed of William Blood had been anddefined established by
the referees,award of duly for thisappointed purpose.
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Haie an action oftenant trespassthat the broughtft appeared

woods, for break-1804,at term,MarchBlood,said Williamagainst
north,on thethe demandedthe close adjoining premisesing

the1805,the A. D.court,that at term ofand superiorApril
referees,were refered to withall demands powersandaction

line the demandedand settle the between pre-to determine
thanof moreand the said close said Woods—beingmises

to the of said Williamconveyanceone subsequentyear
afore-in the as his deedbyBlood’sinterest premises, appears

interm, the refereesthe next October reportedsaid. At
established the line to whichfavor of said William andBlood,

the demandant now claims.
this submis-The tenant that award underanycontended

sion could have effect said Blood’s granteesno binding upon
and that thesuch demandant couldconveyances,under prior

this award to the tenant from overclaimingnot set up estop
;line referees but the court Bloodheld,the established theby

that if the land convey-warranteehaving conveyed by deed,
him tenant’s boundedland,ed extended to the and wasby

it, it made no whether the submission anddifferenceupon
of Blood’s or after-deed,award were before the execution

effect to the title to the line estab-wards. Its was quiet up
far beyondso as to the tenant fromlished, going it;estop

would,of line to thisadjustmentand this the enureextent,
of and that the de-Blood;to the benefit of the grantees

in thecould avail of this award man-mandant himself same
theBlood have had title remained indone,ner that could

this the and the hav-juryhim. To tenantruling excepted,
a the tenantdemandant,returned verdict for the moveding

for a new trial.

for the demandant.Farley,

for tenant.Atherton,C. G. the

theRichakdson, J.,C. delivered of the court.opinion
It does not that or orLovell, Blood, anyA.appear person
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■■line establishedthethem,under has ever adoptedclaiming
Woods.the referees.by

William Blood toconveyeddoes not that LovellIt appear
and a the line estab-Blood,with towarranty up particular

inlished. is immaterial this case.then,The warranty,
that William Blood warranted toBut this line,admitting

athe withthat, conveys warranty,rule when one title sub-
tohim enures the benefit of hissequently acquired by

; 5265,does not Litt. b N. H. R.Co. 535.grantee, apply.
the is the award towhether,For not bequestion supposing

ofit can to the benefit thoseenure underbinding, claiming
him, but whether the award under theis, bind-circumstances,

any body.ing upon
is asettled,It that between the owners ofparol agreement

to them,settle a line betweenlands, is conclusiveadjoining
alland under them.against them, 6 N. H.claiming R. ;107

3 East 16.
case,But in this when the to theagreement refer matter

made,of the line was William Blood was not andisputed
that he hadowner, it does not anyand fromappear authority

to isquestion, then,the owner refer. The whether the award
binds as the line.either toparty

andcould not bind Lovell A. forclearly Blood,It the con-
allto was to thesethem proceedings.veyance prior

an void for all that is toaward be be done on oneIf part,
for there no;it void for the whole is for whatis recompense

“ E,is done on the other side. Dig., Arbitrament,”Com.
; on; ;Pick. 152-3 Awards18-19 6 146-7 CaldwellKyd

121 R. b.; 293,Arbitration 2 Saunders’on
in this case can have no effectThe award than agreater

between William Blood and Woods to settleagreementparol
line,the monumentsexecuted by erecting accordingly.

Such an as con-award,as well this would beagreement,
clusive between W. Blood and Woods so as BloodW.long
continued to the notland, and It wouldnooccupy longer.
bind Lovell and A. Blood.
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anSuch as well as an award on the isagreement, subject,
an between the to the line. Butit, to denyestoppel, parties
it is an to and thoseit,between theonlyestoppel parties

Itunder themclaiming subsequent conveyances.through
It wouldis not conclusive between thesecertainly parties.

not,this It is evi­then,not be evidence demandant.against
dence in his 1favor. Stark. Ev. 195.

be set aside.The verdict the mustplaintifffor

Stevens vs. Gilson.

costs because thean action of the court will not limit theIn merelyassumpsit
aof his lesshas consented to receive in full satisfaction demandplaintiff

thethan into court under common rule.sum $13.33, paid

Assumpsit. the andissue,defendantThe generalpleaded
under the common rule When the causeinto courtpaid $7.

thebe the elected not to taketried,called towa.s plaintiff
in satisfaction of hiscourt, demand,into fullbroughtamount

the But at thejury. lengththe cause was toand opened
in full satisfaction of hisconcluded to take theplaintiff $7

theand the the cause fromcourt, jury,; taking per-claim
do.him so tomitted

moved the court toAtherton, defendant,G. for theC.
the could;the costs but it not thatlimit appearing plaintiff

no more thanhad reasonable of recoveringexpectationhave
them,the cause refused to limitjudge who tried the§13.33,

decision.to this court forbut transferred the case

and for theEmerson,Sawyer plaintiff'.

the of the court.Richardson, deliveredJ.,C. opinion
itifcases, appearIt is in certainby statute thatprovided


