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in ofwhich consists that the Trialpart allegationsdefendant
had innerresented the fact that “I invaded the sanctumJudge

home,of the to defend myprofession by attempting mylegal
and the have ato Such opinionspossessions rights family.”

thean without more are not decisive uponby aggrieved party
act.the to Hutchinson v. 73of Railway,competence judge

271, us is275. the record before there no evidenceN. H. On
trial onthe did receive a full andthat defendant not impartial

the merits.

denied.new trialMotion for
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General,William and Frederic T. Green-Maynard, Attorney
Assistant General forAttorney Greenhalgehalge, orally),{Mr.

the State.

Green, Green, & Sullivan Samuel GreenRomprey by{Mr.
and thebrief for defendant.orally),

A. se.ChanceRalph pro(by brief)

Per The contentions,curiam. defendant’s as set inforth the
brief and oral his counsel and in his own exhaus-argument by

se, after,tive brief filed at his hesupplementary pro request,
record,had been furnished with the come down to the questions

of whether the evidence was sufficient to the verdicts ofsupport
on the several assault whether the haddefendantguilty charges,
trial,a fair and whether the sentences were excessive.

trial,In to the issue of a fair a ofregard major complaint
defendant is wasthe that he not hisproperly represented by

counsel. It that the himself haddefendantappears requested
Green,that this Samuel a manparticular ofattorney, Esq., long

Bar,and at the be him.experience high tostanding assigned
Court,The inTrial the defendant’s motion for adenying

raised,at thiswhich time was stated thatrehearing, objection
“was wellthe case well tried and thatprepared, had . . .you
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trial. ...” Aa fair examination of the entire tran-thorough
that the de-these conclusions. It appearsscript fully supports

and skill-the defensecounsel conducted energeticallyfendant’s
were notdefendant’s claim that his properlyThe rightsfully.

in the record.his finds no supportprotected by lawyer
lati-addition, allowed the accused everythe Trial CourtIn

him totude the personallyproceedings, permittingthroughout
witnesses whom his attorneythe ofconduct cross-examination

cross-examined, ofthe summonsandhad orderingalready
have tothe defendant desired towhom presentcertain persons

atto have occurred anyappearsimpropertestify. Nothing
the defendant. The Pre-in mannertime which prejudicedany

and the defendantthat the trial was fairfindingssiding Justice’s
sustained, theretotheare and exceptionsrepresentedcompetently

are overruled.
insufficient toevidence wasclaim that theThe accused’s

assault with intent tothe ofthe convictions on chargessupport
Antoinetteand his mother-in-lawkill his wife Gloria Chance

his ver-21, 1962, thedemands that accepton juryMayFay,
the com-the ofand testimonysion what rejectof happened

thesame is true ofwitnesses. Theand theplainants supporting
30,A. Briand onassault Marcel Aprilof simple uponcharge
towere not atthe libertyreason jury1962. appears whyNo

that theand of complainantsthe defendant’s acceptstoryreject
circumstances, itall thewitnesses. Withoutand other detailing

the verdicts ofsustainedthat the recordto fullyis sufficient say
assault.ofall the above chargesonguilty

assault on hisadefendant ofof the simpleThe conviction
the26, 1962, is warranted. Herealso againwife Marchon
thedenial ofthe defendant’stowere not acceptcompelledjury

of other testimony.crime in the face
dam-the defendantthe that willfullytoWith reference charge

and frontthe windshieldautomobile by breakingBriand’saged
knife,a notire withthe rearandwith rocks slashingwindow

thatIndeed, himself admitsthe defendantraised.isquestion
isthisverdict of on complaintThe guiltyhe did these things.

Farwell, 3.v. 102 N. H.Stateunimpeachable.
than sevenmoreto notthe defendantThe sentencedCourt

assaultforthe convictionseach ofthreeless than uponor years
Theto runsentences concurrently.kill—thewith intent to

muni-thefrom Manchesterall convictions appealedorder upon
sentence.”“continued forcourt wascipal
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that the defendantwarranted theThe evidence conclusion
mother-in-law, threaten-wife and hisand held both hisbound

at them froma he thrustkill them both with knife whichtoing
anda substantialtime. terrorized them for periodtime to He

—his wifehis mother-in-lawdefied all to rescue havingattempts
— the Theuntil he was overpowered by police.finally escaped

of these offenses under RSA 585:23for eachmaximum penalty
all the circumstances the sentences cannotis Inyears.twenty

be said to have been excessive.
trial,conclusion, freewe that the defendant had a fairholdIn

error, and the order isfrom

overruled.Exceptions
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