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evidence,A a the thegroundmotion to set aside on that it is againstverdict
raises a of he decided trial term.fact to at thequestion

Trover. The moved to set aside the verdict asplaintiffs being
the evidence.against

Hobbs and for theDodge, plaintiffs.
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J.Doe, C. Whether a verdict is is aagainst questionthe evidence
andis,of whether the verdictquestionfact. The conflict between the

the is so that the in com­evidence court see that thestrong can jury,
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term theby presiding justice, who, 'heard and seen the wit­having
nesses, has much better means of it than canothersdeciding correctly
have who were not at the trial. Hill v. New Vt. 512.Haven, 501,37
And when all the inevidence is the case falls within thewriting, gen­
eral rule, that term,ofquestions fact, at a trial in trialarising the are
to be determined there, and not in the law term. The question,
whether a verdict is the is the court atagainst evidence, one which
the trial term would ordinarilynot atreserve, and which the court
the law term would generally refuse to consider if it were reserved.
No ofquestion law is raised a motion factby kind,of this until the is
found that the verdict was produced by passion, prejudice, partiality,

orcorruption, In thismistake. case that fact is not found.

verdict.Judgment on the

v. Shaw.State

8,Section of c.5 Laws of all “to1875,authorizing registered pharmacists
doesnotkeep spirituous medicines,”for their author-liquors compounding

ize them to sell not with medicine.spirituous liquor compounded

Indictment, for the sale of two of toliquor oneglasses spirituous
J.Thomas Sweat, 6,Feb. 1876. Sweat and the defendant testified

that the defendant sold two ounces of inSweat whiskey, February,
1876. The defendant in a aoffered evidence certificate of registered
pharmacist, issued to him the commissioners ofby Thepharmacy.

it,court excluded and the defendant The defendantexcepted. also
to the ofexcepted instructions the court the todirecting jury return,

with a verdict, answers to certaingeneral questions, finding particular
facts. The answered the and found thejury questions, defendant

and he moved for a new trial.guilty,

Wheeler, for the defendant.

for theShackford, solicitor, state.

J.Doe, 8,C. Section 5 of c. Laws of 1875, allauthorizing regis-
“tered topharmacists keep spirituous forliquors theircompounding

medicines,” does not authorize them to sell spirituous notliquor
withmixed medicine. The defendant’s the offencetestimony proved

in the indictment. His andcharged theguilt correctness of the gen-
eral verdict being established his ownby it is nottestimony, necessary
to consider his to the exclusion ofexception certificate,his or his ex-

toception the instructions which the torequired answer certainjury
questions.

on the verdict.Judgment


