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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
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Equity.In After a decree rendered in favor of the plaintiff
for a of and the of suma ofconveyance recoveryrealty money

a arose between the defendants as to the(ante, 336),p. question
of that sum eachwhich of them should contribute.portion

Jordan,Drew & for the plaintiff.

E. A. & C.B. Hibbard and H. for DoleW. andHeywood,&
Stuart.

Drummond Drummond for Soule's administrator(of Maine),&
and heirs.

Doe, C. J. A defendant have affirmative reliefmay against
268,the Clark, 267,Clark 272;v. 62 N. H.plaintiff. Cox v.

Leviston, 283,63 N. H. Both287. are entitled to andparties just
convenient Railroad, 534;Pearson v. 63 N. H.procedure. Boody

178,v. Watson, 162, 171-174,64 N. H. 179. The defendants’
situation is such that and convenience in this suitjustice require
an of theiradjustment claims in to contribution.conflicting regard
It is not that the hassuggested interest in their con­plaintiff any

if ask in decree,the enforcement of histroversy. they thedelay
reasonableness of term,will be considered at the trialdelay where
an additional decree will be made when the of contribu­question
tion is tried.

All concurred.

Smith v. Lewiston Steam Mill.

In sold,forassumpsit on thegoods ofquestion to havepayment alleged
been made after the cause of action accrued and after the commence-

suit,ment of the the defendant has the burden of proof.
When a has not beenpayment applied by either to either ofparty several

debt,items of the equitable application made the lawby may extinguish
first the items for which the is mostsecurity precarious.

Assumpsit, for sold andlogs delivered. Facts found aby
referee. In the winter of 1879—80 the deliveredplaintiff tologs
the defendants under a contract which therequired agreed price
to be 1,onepaid half one fourth 1,May and oneSeptember

1,fourth November March,1880. In 1880, the and theplaintiff
defendants $1,829.50,that aagreed of thepart should beprice,

the defendantspaid to aby third W. S. inperson, S., ofdischarge


