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no reason. The second after a dis-by goodjustified application,
has oncecontinuance been asrefused, could be regardedhardly

a reason even forfurnishing delay.
The road theofcommissioners, the to themupon reference

for a or de-had nodiscontinuance, to considerpetition authority
ascide to the time toroadany question oughtwithin thewhich

andbuilt,be their of course and notopinion was extrajudicial,
The did notbinding of theirupon any body. acceptance report

thethat court had eventhat or wereimply adopted opinion,
hadthat volunteeredthey an the subject.aware opinion upon

ofthe uponopinion highly respectableAs citizens, dutywhose
of thereference had in relationthe led them examinepetition to

itroad,the was of andeserving consideration upon applica-to
the the tocounsel for for motionto State or ation delay, upon

aCourt, not for of there seems no-trial,a forthe postponement
but for a of shall be moresentence,to until itthing try, delay

fine should be ofseen what but the liabilityimposed;clearly
not inis affected it.any waythe town by

Haynes v. Powers.

if it designatesbe sufficient the in which dowerof dower will premisesA demand
is reasonablewithclaimed, certainty.

thedower, toan of recoverbrought plaintiff’sactionThis was
inof land situated andAlexandria,certain piecein aright

“ at the north-east corner of lotas Beginningbounded follows.
this andon the line landsoutherlythence between10,No.
toto the road leads A.WilliamClark whichHaynesbyowned

thence on the road to Bailey’s,leading GeorgewesterlyBailey’s,
to the on Little soRiver, called,bridgenortherlythence down

first mentioned.”to the boundseasterlythence
■Jamesof Haynes,that the thewas widowplaintiffIt appeared

tended to showanddeceased, the evidenceAlexandria,oflate
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andtheir the said hadthat, James ownedduring intermarriage,
thedescribed thatthe in andwrit, weretheyoccupied premises

the defendant.now and occupied byowned
inIt that there or lots of landalso were two threeappeared

No. and that the10,as said James ownedAlexandria, known
defendant,other in that besidesland that thetown bynow owned

but it this piece.adjoined
the beforedemand,To a timeplaintiff that someprovedshow

she de-the of this suit caused to be theinstitution served upon
thea of isfendant, which apaper following copy.

“ 1849.9th,JuneAlexandria,
Powers,Mr. John D.

I demand of itSir, you thirds witnesses,before thesemy
lot No. the10, of itof Isaac thebeing part right Fellows, being

land Jameshusband, onceHaynes, deceased,my owned.”
her

Mary Haynes.+

Nathan Briggs,“ Attest, Mary Briggs.”

The defendant to theexcepted of the demand,sufficiency upon
the the landthatground was not described sufficient cer-with

thein notice, inasmuch as ittainty therethatappeared were two
or three lots No. 10, in Alexandria, and the reference to land
once theby husband,owned did not heasit,identifysufficiently
had other lands in that town.

ruledThe Court the evidence to acompetent show demand.
A verdict was taken consent thethereupon for onby plaintiff,

it waswhich thatagreed entered,should be or thejudgment ver-
dict aside andset a trialnew as the of the Courtgranted, opinion
should be saidupon ruling.

M B. andBryant for theQuincy, plaintiff.

S.and A. Bellows, for the defendant.Tenney

J. TheBell, demand sufficient. It for dower,was called
of the ofdefendant, course,of of ofland, tenant;which'he was



GRAFTON.592

v. Powers.Haynes

the J.; ;lot No. of landrightof 10 andpart Fellows being
oncethe J. No evidencehusband, Haynes, owned. waswhich

in the10,No. which demandedoffered, that the lot premises
ofthe J. Fellows. wassituate, right Nothingwere was shown

theincircumstancethat; that is there-in to descriptionregard
thatAs it there were severalappeared,fore to be disregarded.

the the intown,the ofdescriptionin10, premises,numberedlots
10 beas No. bad fordemanded, alone, wouldwaswhich dower

is in theit demand ofsaid written dowerBut whenuncertainty.
“ of lot No. J.oncetenant, 10, ownedpart bythismade upon

that either J. or theevidence Haynes,and there is noHaynes,”
10,of other lot No. thereanyany partowneddefendant, ever

..ofchance mistake.noruncertainty,ofis no pretence
on the verdict*Judgment


