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438,v. (1973).113 N.H. 309 TheTwardosky 217Twardosky, A.2d
court has been statute togranted by jurisdictioncontinuing modify
orders of the latter when in circumstancestype subsequent changes

such modification. RSArequire 458:14.
The distinction out between the order and apointed continuing

decree of settlement in v. did not aindicateproperty Douglas Douglas
decree of settlement took from the court of its com-property any
mon law to correct under the circumstances. Adams v.power proper
Adams, 388,51 (1872);N.H. 396 Smith v. Consul 110General Spain,of

62, Lester, 359,N.H. 95260 Lester v. 109 N.H.A.2d 252 A.2d
(1969). The trial court in429 was error when it ruled it nohad

to correct decree ofjurisdiction this settlement in the eventproperty
it was based a of the facts.upon misunderstanding

sustained; remanded.exceptionDefendant’s

All concurred.
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Lord, (Mr. DavidMartin & KillKelley KillKelleyNighswander, J.
for theorally) plaintiffs.

Sheehan, (Mr.Green and E. Paul orally)Bass Kelley KellyPhinney,
for the defendant.

Grimes, whether the masterThe sole issue on isappealJ.
court, erredand the which the master’ssuperior approved report,

in of the de-the extent land bydetermining adversely possessed
fendant. We believe did.they

is in In Rich-This the second this controversy.appeal chapter
475,Schneider, we(1972), es-ardson v. N.H. 583112 298 A.2d

thetablished a line which Richardsons ownershipboundary gave
inof a on theThe Schneiders had built a 1935camppeninsula.

tohad that had titleand the master foundpeninsula they acquired
of but could notsome the adverseportion peninsula by possession

the We re-determine extent of their thereforeownership.
in event the couldmanded the case for further thehearing parties

not not then heldcould and a wasThey hearingagree. agree,
Master, Stahl,before the whose wasNorman H. ap-Esq., report

proved whoby Flynn, transferredJ., defendants’ exceptions.
to the entirethe title of the penin-The master plaintiffsquieted

(Plfs’ona the shown afor around plansula campexcept portion
which, an offer of34),Exh. it compromiseis depictsrepresented,

entitled to more.the Defendants claim aretheyby plaintiffs.
claim­where there was no color of title theThe master ruled that
metesextent of his adverseant establish the bymust possession

ruled, Mellian, 99 N.H.He on v.and bounds. also Adamsrelying
140, hadthat court389 (1954), the nojurisdiction106A.2d superior

theunlessthe of the adverseto determine boundaries possession
filed,wasmet. At the time the master’sburden of is reportproof

274,Dasch, 18115 A.2dwe not v. N.H. 339had decided Frew
case.of the(1975), which out the limitations Adamspointed

use“made continuousThe did find that the Schneidersmaster
area, ...the areathe itself andof the camp perhaps dumpfireplace

is credible andof elder Schneiderthe the[and that] testimony
area.”theto the of the area andbelievable as use fireplacedump

in of thehe did include areas thatHowever not those part peninsula
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which he found to the Schneiders. made thebelonged Having
that their usespecific extended to the andfindings fireplace dump,

his ultimate must be consistent with them. See Bean v.finding Quirin,
343, 350,87 N.H. 180 A. (1935).251

entitled,We hold therefore that the defendants are under the
master,of the to have the area offindings their asownership

master,determined the to include the andby enlarged fireplace
areas. The matter is remanded fordump the actual location of

the area of adverse if the cannotpossession parties agree.

Remanded.

All concurred.
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