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wilful,treatment health or reason must beseriously endangering
malicious, wouldor malevolent the statute.repeal

It is found that the conduct hasdefendant’s theseriously injured
health, and the court cannot that the is notplaintiff’s say finding

Jones, 463,warranted the evidence. Jones v. 62 N. H. 467.by

Divorce decreed.

Smith, didJ., not sit: the others concurred.

a. v.Smith Smith.&

Sawyer v. Same.

A land describedupon on the linelevy thus, “Commencing between—
B.Thomas J. and John onSmith Smith the west side of the county

road, west,south degreesrunning thirty-three rods,twenty-five to a
westline northparallel running fifty-five degrees to the west line of the

farm, river,”and the same course to the the B.John Smith lot being
of the lot,on the side Thomas J. Smithnortherly and the roadcounty

south,both lots north andrunning through nearly and the river onbeing
lots,ofthe side the void foreasterly uncertainty.—is

Trespass. Both actions are based upon the same wrongful
aFacts found referee. Thebyacts. of theliability defendant

established, is,and thehas been reservedquestion Which of the
is to the ?entitled damagesplaintiffs

in the secondThe action claimsplaintiff title under a levy upon
“which thean execution describes land levied on as :follows Com-

on the line between Thomas J. Smithmencing and John B. Smith
road,west side of theon the southcounty running thirty-three

rods,west, to a linetwenty-five paralleldegrees westrunning fifty-
north to farm,five the west line of saiddegrees and the same

to the river.” The B.course John Smith lot bounds the Thomas
onlot the north.J. Smith The road runscounty northnearly

lots,bothand south and thethrough riverPemigewasset is on
side of them. Thethe ineasterly plaintiffs the first action claim

title under the debtor whom theagainst made,waslevy and con-
that the is void fortend levy uncertainty.

Adams, for theBurleigh & in theplaintiffs first action.

Wilson, forJ. L. in thethe secondplaintiff action.

forJ. defendant.Story,C. the
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Chase, of on mustan execution land show withJ. The levy
intended towhat were be set off.certainty premisesreasonable

L., 237,c. isa distinct s.of (G. 6)The requirement description
with, beif the the land can found anddescriptionbycomplied

; Ticknor,12 v.v. N. H. 396 VogtMcConiheidentified! Sawyer,
31;242, 249; N. v.Bank,v. 61 H.N. H. Saunders48 Chappell

Hunt, 8 427.Gray
sufficient andof is stated withThe point certainty,beginning

itfrom southbe no in a linethere would difficulty thirty-running
rods, in a fromnor linewest, runningthree twenty-fivedegrees

thenorth to west linethis lineend of west degreesthe fifty-five
farm, two not a tract of land.but these lines would enclosetheof

linesthe to indicate what otheris inThere nothing description
in-to bound the tractused in connection with theseto beare

“ line,”a itbutlast line is as parallelThetended. designated
is described aswith line it is Itnot what parallel.appeardoes

“farm, and the same course tothe west line of thetoextending
river,be the on theasriver.” This would impossible, beingthe

lots, is the direction fromof the situated inside oppositeeasterly
the runs. it be that it was intendedin line Ifwhich supposedthat

lot,line theshould be with the ofthis line parallel northerlythat
the first described line westrun from the end of fifty-shouldand

lot,the line the and eastnorth to west of fifty-fivefive degrees
river, line, it ato as continuous is thenthe a straightsouthdegrees

thewhich theof four formedmatter of parcels byconjecture
lot and these interior was intendedlines of the lines byboundary

in theIt have been themay parcel northwesterlythe description.
lines,theand lotof the lot bounded northerly bycorner westerly

lines,the interior or theand correspond-easterly southerly byand
one,lot,the ascorner of or the twoin the northeasterlyparceling

of the lineof the lot situatedthat southerly designatedor portion
landAs does not show whatline.” the description“aas parallel

off, the is void.setwas levy
action,in andto the firstThe are entitled judgmentplaintiffs

in the second.defendantthe
Case discharged.

Carpenter, J., not sit: the others concurred.did

Hickey a.v. Dole &

ofinof several defendants satisfactionbe contributed eachbyThe sum to
inin suitdetermined thethe bemaya decree recovered by plaintiff

decree was rendered.which the


