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toindictment follow the of the whenstatute the words oflanguage
the are Blaisdell,statute of the offence. v.State 33descriptive

388; Keneston, 36;N. H. State v. H.59 N. Com. v. 8Timothy,
480; Anthes, 29; Bean,Com. v. 12 v.Com. 14Gray Gray Gray

99; 7;v. Proc.,Com. 116 Mass. 1 Bish. Cr. s. 612 andChappel,
notes; Cr., s.Bish. Stat. 1038.

Laws,109,of c.The of s. 17 Gen. which restricted therepeal
of ss. and 16enforcement 15 of that to such towns aschapter

them,should a vote decide to enforce instead ofby majority repeal-
sections left them in andthose force as ifing section 17operative

had beennever enacted.
The that Catharine notThornton could be convictedobjection,

of a second offence because the court of Concord had nopolice
of offence convicted,the first of which she was isjurisdiction not

sustained. For the former convictionanything appearing, and
have been a of whichjudgment may upon authorizesplea aguilty,

of the or tocourtjustice police sentencepeace andimpose judg-
109,ment for offence mentioned in o. If,Gen. Laws.any upon

evidence,the introduction of the the of the courtjudgment police
unauthorized,is befound to the of a former convictionproof will

fail, but the will be sufficientindictment to sustain a conviction of
a first offence.

In ofthe cases James Thornton and the court ex-Taylor, police
ceeded its in fines. On a of notjurisdiction imposing plea guilty,
the thecourt could order defendants to toonly recognize atappear

court,the next trial term of the and abide the ordersupreme of
court, inthat and the meantime to be of L.,behaviorgood c.(G.

109, s. and the from22), judgments unauthorizedappealed being
void,and the should be dismissed.appeals

overruled, in the first case.Exceptions

sustained, in the second and third cases.Exceptions

J., theSmith, did not sit: others concurred.

& Trs.Pratt v. Sanborn

defendant’s and credits inof the propertyNo attachment hands of a.the
the of thebe made unless name trustee is inserted incantrustee the

the time of service.writ at

Fobeign found theAttachment. Facts court.by The
officer a trustee writ notto an the nameshaving ofplaintiff gave

it, and the same a listwritten in at time oftrustees names onany



ELA v. ELA. [Merrimack,116

the inthe writ onto servewith direction personsa separate paper,
the writ on thoseThe officer served personslist as trustees.the

them, from the list.the name of eachit to readingreadingby
E.in the writ.were inserted as trusteestheir namesAfterwards

infunds theGraves, creditor of theattachingE. subsequenta.
be dis-trustees, thatand movedthe same theyhands of appeared,

in this suit.charged

Albin,J.‘ for theG-. and IT.Sargent plaintiff.H.

D. F. for Graves.Dudley,

isin of de­Clark, the service processAn officer’s authorityJ.
tothe committed him. Thelimitedrived from and by precept

Dimond,to with theon a deliveredlist of names separate paper
it;writ, service ofand theformed no of attemptedpartplaintiff’s

in ittheir insertedthe trustees before names werethe writ upon
the ofofficer had no to attach propertya The powerwas nullity.

hands, was con­suchin their because nothe defendant authority
and serviceIt an attachmentthe writ. was attemptedferred by

Bankand void. v.writ, and therefore unauthorizedawithout
81; Hill,v. N. H. 403­Goodall, 41 N. H. Smith 45 .. attachment,validcreditors aThe attaching havingsubsequent

to thelost their to invaliditynot waived or right objectand having
Abbott, 60 N.v.attachmenttheof attempted (Johnsonplaintiff’s

the of the trustees.to hold the funds in handsare entitledH. 150),

discharged.Trustees

Smith, J., not sit: the others concurred.did

GeorgeGeorgiana P. Ela v. W. Ela.

GeorgianaGeorge W. Ela v. P. Ela.

182,Laws, 15, for aan under c. s.hearing of Gen.applicationtheOn
andas to all evidence isalimony,of orders which relevantrevision

modified,includ-whether the orders heto the shouldquestionmaterial
trial,on hutused the not usedoriginal and evidence soing evidence

thenbeen the ofpresented by diligence,have exercise duemightwhich
received.is to be

defendant,Motion, the that the decrees for a divorce and1. by
the term, 1882,in favor of at themade plaintiff beAprilalimony


