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Court, 228,H.106 N. 2.31 “that the Trial Court had the power
in its ifdiscretion to the and in-orderjustice required discovery

of written confession or statement made de-spection theany by
fendant, same,or of theor notesany recording stenographic
whether such orconfession statement was the defendantbysigned
or not.” Defendant’s motion “to names of witnesses”procure
was denied.properly

Defendant also filed amotions to have “state witness” submit
lie test ahimself to a detector and to examination.psychiatric

man,aThese motions were denied. This person,properly young
is thethe defendant to have madealleged charges againstby

andhim to have testified before the which returnedgrand jury
findthese indictments. We no statute the defendant toentitling

thisan individual to submit to aorder lie detectorcompelling
State,test or to a examination. v.Wedmore 237psychiatric

LaForest,Ind. 212. State v. 106 H.See N. 159.

Remanded.

All concurred.
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thefororally),LeonardRichard& LeonardLeonard {Mr.
se.proplaintiff,

P.Lord, & and WheltonMartin JosephBownesNighswcmder,
de-for theand Mr. orally),H. WheltonBownesHugh{Mr.

and Bownes.Philbrickfendants

13the from DistrictState SenatorThe death ofPer curiam.
Second,Parta election.in the forset motion machinery special

asreads follows:inthe Constitution pertinent partArticle 34 of
. . filleddeath . shall be“All in the senate byvacancies arising

diedistrict upon requi-of thea new election the peoplebyby
vacanciesbe after suchas soon as mayof diesition governor,

shall happen.”
electionthis twenty-in for specialAt heldcaucuses preparation

Con-the Senate Districtto attendwere electedthree delegates
to votewerethe pledgedtwelve of which allegedvention plaintiff

56:79, of theRSA 80. One delegatesatfor him die Convention.
fromat was challengeddie Conventionfavorable to the plaintiff

of theChairmanballot and theof athe because disputedfloor
committee, a majorityto the credentialsthe matterConvention sent

certi-elected andthe was properlydulyof which delegatereported
of the credentialsthat theIt moved reportRSA wasfied. 56:79.

ruledThe ChairmanConvention.thebe overruled bycommittee
Thison the motion.could not voteinthat die questiondelegate
andthe Chairman’sand the vote on rulingwas challengedruling

was anreportof the committeecredentialstheon overruling
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A vote to the credentialseleven-to-eleven vote. committeeaccept
in tiealso resulted a vote.report

the Chairman of the Convention ruled that the dele-Thereafter
in wouldgate question have one-half vote and “the torunnerup

vote,the would also have one-half linechallenged delegate”
and one Thomas Claveau were nominatedplaintiff respectively

for candidates. and ballots fromSubsequent 7:00 P. M.repeated
2,on in tie votes for1965 to 4:00 A. M. 3 resultedJune June

thethe nominees. The states: “It was then voted bypetition
Committeeconvention that to the State Democraticthey report

athat the was deadlocked and that candi-convention hopelessly
date would have to be selected the said State Committee.”by
USA as final judge.56:81 reads follows: “Convention Every
convention shall be the final of the election and qualificationjudge

members,of its own and the roll herein for beprovided may
amended the convention to itsconform to decisions of contestedby

itselections of members.”
The contends that thetwelve of on the listplaintiff delegates

him,certified the of State were to and thatby Secretary pledged
the of the wasaction Chairman in he entitled toruling only
eleven and one-half votes was not confirmed the Conventionby

Fuller,and therefore was USA 56:79. O'Brien v. 93illegal.
221,N. H. 228. The defendants that the votes of the Con­deny

vention and the of the Chairman wereruling illegal (USA 56:86)
and that acontend court of has no to inter­equity jurisdiction

353;fere in event. v. 74 N. H.any Attorney-General Barry,
Salem, 500; Fuller,v. 96 N. H. v. N. H.96Stickney Maclay

326. One answer to the defendants’ contention would be that
is not moribund and can itself toequity and theadapt change

circumstances of Buck,case. v.any particular Exeter Co.Realty
—199, Note,104 N. H. 200. See in the LawDevelopments

994,Harv. L. Rev. However,78Injunctions, 997-1024 (1965).
we find it to on the merits of either contentionunnecessary pass
of the since the case is controlled anotherparties consideration.by

Under the of USA 56:81 the Convention is the finalprovisions
of the election and itsof members. Thisjudge qualification power

is II,similar to that to the Senate itself Part Articlegranted by
35 of our Constitution. v.Brown 106 N. H. 121.Lamprey,

Convention, however,The never determined the status of the ques-
tioned of in the votes anddelegate. Irrespective any irregularities

Convention, Convention,of the the vote of the afterproceedings
deadlocked,were to refer the selection of thethey candi-hopelessly



314

the otherCommittee pro-Democratic supersededto the Statedate
ofthe finaland constituted judgmentthe Conventionofceedings

therecircumstances is no occasiontheseUnderthe Convention.
v, 169for Annot.intervention. Brownjudicial Lamprey, supra;

1281; Dondero,A.L.R. 94 N. H. 236. ConsequentlyPetition of
init follows that the action of the Trial Court denying injunctive

was and in the circumstancesrelief that it has noproper authority
the ofthis case to the election orof postpone special printing

therefor.ballots

Petition dismissed.
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