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Leo Liberson for the plaintiff, furnished no brief.

Griffin, Harrington Brighamand for the defendants, furnished
no brief.

Lampron, J. The main issue in this case is the location theon
ground of the northwest corner plaintiff’sof land. This is a
question of fact and if there was any evidence supportto the
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the Trialof the master Court’srecommendationsfindings and
in accordanceapproving report issuingand a decreein hisaction

312;311,Harris v. 97 N. H.Crocker,must be sustained.therewith
18, 22.Fagan Grady, 101 N. H.v.

cornerhotel situated at the of ChestnutPlaintiff owns the DeWitt
a double house converted intoWhen wasand Streets.Porter

Therein its foundation was not altered. wasthe hotel 1903
corner ofsouthwesterlythe its foundation wall setsevidence that

and Porterat the intersection of Chestnut Streets.
thebuilding byThe Hartford owned defendants is situated at

Congressthe of “incorner Chestnut and Streets. It was erected
planand in evidence the northwesterlythe ’20’s” a received shows

this at thebuildingcorner of to be intersection of Chestnut and
Congress Streets.

A inplan recorded with a deed 1815 inwas introduced evidence.
It the easterlyshowed distance on the side Chestnutof Street

Porter Congressbetween and Streets to be 150 feet.
1894,datedBy July 23,deed Elvira P. Mendum conveyed to

(nowCharles H. Mendum a tract bounded southerly by Warren
Porter) havingand a frontageStreet on Chestnut Street of

feet“seventy-five more or less.” The northerly part havingthereof
a offrontage “twenty-five feet” on Chestnut Street was conveyed
to predecessorAmon 0. Benfield the defendants’ in Thetitle.

frontagebalance awith on Chestnut Street fiftyof feet “more or
less” and bounded on the bysouth Porter is plaintiff’sStreet now
property.

The Congresslot at the corner of and Chestnut Streets on which
the Hartford building located acquiredis was by defendants’
predecessor in 11,title on July 1914, from John S. Melcher. The
deed Congressdescribed a tract bounded northerly by Street, with

frontagea on Chestnut of “a planStreet bydistance fixed in the
officeof the assessors of taxes of said Portsmouth as seventy-five
and tofeet land of Amon 0. Benfield.”2/10

On the basis planof the showing1815 the distance on the east
side of Chestnut Street between Porter and Congress Streets to be
150 feet and the conveyancesabove of these premises beingas

five“seventy and feet” and “seventy five feet more or less”2/10
along Chestnut Street between Porter Congressand Streets the
master could properly find that this an“indicates intent of the
original splitdivider to the Chestnut Street infrontage equaltwo
parts.”
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buildingHartfordcomer of theHaving found that the northwest
andfrontagethe on Chestnut Streetthe end ofnortherlymarked

hotelof the DeWittof the foundationsouthwesterlythe corner
“thefind thatproperlyit the master couldsoutherlythe end of

line between these two tractsboundaryterminus of thewesterly
distanceexactlyat one half thewhere it intersects Chestnut Street

corner of thepoint northwesterlybetween the marked theby
comerbuilding southwesterlythe and thefoundation of Hartford

building.”of the thefoundation of DeWitt Hotel
themarkingThe parcel midway pointsituated north of this

westerly terminus Street of the line betweenboundaryon Chestnut
original bythe two the thetracts is owned defendants. Out of

point predecessortract of that the defendants’ in title wassouth
frontagea feetconveyed havinglot a on Chestnut Street of 25

(being “the tract was first Mendumconveyedwhich out of the
Estate”) and the balance of the isadjoiningland on the south
plaintiff’s Theproperty. master could therefore fixproperly the
northwesterly plaintiff’sofcorner land and the southwesterly
corner of pointdefendants’ land “at a on Chestnut Street situate
twenty-five feet southerly of one half the distance thebetween
southwesterly corner theof foundation of the DeWitt Hotel build-
ing and the comer ofnorthwesterly the foundation of the Hartford
building.” As there disputeis no partiesbetween the as to the
easterly terminus of the boundary between their theland
“boundary line between partiesland of the shall then extend
easterly straighton a line to corner as previously byfound the
Court in priorthe hearing.”

There being evidence in the supportrecord in of the master’s
findings and recommendations, the Trial approvalCourt’s thereof
and decree in accordance therewith and the denial of contrary

by plaintiffmotions the were proper. Fagan v. Grady, 101 N. H.
18.

Decree affirmed.

All concurred.


