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correctly $20,000 insurer’sthe limit of thethat wasdetermined
liability.

Affirmed.
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P.A., (William Chapman on the briefL.of ConcordOrr & Reno
orally), plaintiffs.for theand

P.A.,Martin, KillKelley of LaconiaNighswander, & Kidder
orally),Martin, Jr., the defendants.(Willard on the brief and forG.

plaintiffs,Batchelder, Davis and CharlesThe Elizabeth C.J.
brought petition quiet cul-de-sac,Davis, in known asa to title aH.

Hampshire.bordering propertyCircle, Gilford,in NewAurora their
Esq.) recommendation,(Robert Carignan,After a Master’s A.

grantedby C.J.),approved (Dunfey, that no relief bethe Trial Court
appealed.plaintiffs, plaintiffs We affirm.to the the

Nancy Lemire,defendants, R. Lemire and A.The Robert
Hampshire,they Gilford, intoland owned in Newsubdivided some

theytime,cul-de-sac, At thatsix lots and a known as Aurora Circle.
Subsequently,the town. theintended to dedicate Aurora Circle to

and Hazelof the lots to Edward Needhamdefendants sold two
road, and both ofNeedham. of those two lots borders a townOne
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them border Needhams,Aurora Circle. In tothe deed the the
granted right-of-waydefendants them a over InAurora Circle.

provision rightdeed,another in the the defendants reserved the to
abandon ofconstruction the cul-de-sac.

conveyed plaintiffs.1975,In the Needhams their lots to the The
plaintiffs’ right-of-way grant,deed thecontains same and the same

construction,reservation to abandon as did the InNeedhams’ deed.
plaintiffs permission regrade1977, the asked the defendants’ to

permission.Circle,Aurora but the defendants refused
specifically1978,In the defendants abandoned theconstruction of

conveyed simplecul-de-sacand one lot and a interest infee the land
underlying Aurora Circle to the defendant Robert TheLemire.
plaintiffs, believing they Circle,owned to the center line of Aurora
brought quietthis action title.to

presumption conveyanceThere is a in this State that a of
by conveysland bordered a street title theto center of that street.

Duchesnaye (1978).Silva, 728, 732, 59,v. 118N.H. A.2d394 61 The
presumption, may by showinghowever, be rebutted a clear

contrary Id.,declaration of intent in the deed. 394 A.2d at 61. The
languageinsole issue this case therefore is whether the in the deed

plaintiffsfrom the theNeedhams to constituted a clear intent not to
convey simplea fee ininterest the land to the center line of Aurora
Circle.

agree grantWe trial courtwith the that the defendants’ anof
coupled righteasement, with their reservation of the to abandon

cul-de-sac,construction of the was sufficient to rebut the
presumption conveyedthat the defendants title to the center line of

Ossipee Village, Inc.,Aurora v.Circle. See Robbins Lake 118 N.H.
agree(1978).534, 536, 940,389 A.2d 941 We cannot with the

plaintiffs requirement expressionthat the of a clear of intent
requires any expressedthatmore than which the defendants in this
case.

Affirmed.
All concurred.


