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McCauleyElizabeth B. v. B. Brooks &Rose a.

M. Bosenblum, plaintiff.James for the

Veazey,Owen & for the defendants.

Peaslee, C. J. on agreedCounsel both thatsides are under
provisionsthe of Laws, chapter 354,Public 2, petitionsection the

properly byincludes all the lands in the partiesstate held the as
intenants common. intentThe manifest of the statute that countyis

shall not jurisdiction partitionlines divide in proceedings. pro-The
ceeding may “inbrought countybe the in the anywhich estate or
part thereof lies.” 16. If the lands county,all in Graftonwere no

would proprietyone doubt the including parcelsof all the in one
petition. It purpose putwas not the of to partiesthe thestatute to

expense separatethe and of proceedingsinconvenience sep-where
parcels, partsarate all one estate,of lie in different counties.
provisionThe partitionthat “the so inmade shall be recorded the

ofregistry countydeeds for the where (P. L.,c.the real estate lies”
s.354, 14), of requires county.course a record in each such
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questionsthe transfer of “theagreementCounsel are in thatalso
of law. Thereby presents questionthe no waspleadings”raised

its suffi-any exceptionnor an topleading,a toneither demurrer
presenttociency. ordinary pleadings which seekIt is case ofthe

raises nofact. Such a recordfor determination certain issues of
this court.question jurisdictionwithin the of

discharged.Case

All concurred.
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