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Exception overruled.
All concurred.

Rockingham,
6,June 1916.
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hearing parties interested,distribution, a at which allA of rendered afterdecree
exceptionmight interested, represented to nowere and as which wasor that be

questions validityconclusive, its can in thetaken, and no as to bo raisedis
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Equity, to the terminationprayingBill in for as andadvice
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Edgerly 434;66 N. H.Barker, Edgerlyv. v. Barker, 443;,67 N. H.
Brown Berry,v. 71 N. H. 241; Barker v. Barker, 353;73 N. H.

Eastman,Barker v. 76 H. 277.N.
A of bydecree distribution was made superiorthe andcourt the-

transferred, requestcase on thewas of the plaintiff, Januaryfrom the
term, by1916, Kivel, J., for the consideration and ofadvice this-
court as to validitythe of the decree.

Eastman, Gardner,Scammon & plaintiff.for the

Leslie (byP. orally),Snow brief and for the defendants.

Plummer, J. After ofhearinga parties-this case at allwhich the
estate,interested in the trust might byor that any possibility be

interested, represented,were the court lhade a ofdecree distribution
to exceptionwhich no was taken.

A or judgmentdecree inrendered an action is conclusive as to-
all directlymatters that Kingwere in issue. Chase, 9;v. H.15 N.

Carlisle,Chamberlain v. 26 N. 540; Smith,H. Smith 212;v. 50 N. H.
Peabody,Sanderson v. N. H. 116;58 Hearn v. Railroad, 67 N. H.

320. And a'judgment parties, only“concludes the tonot as ev^ry
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purpose.”for that v. Gilmore, 174, Morgan63 N. H. 189;Metcalf
Burr,v. 470;58 N. H. Railway,MacDonald v. 448, 457;71 N. H.

Chesley Dunklee, 77 H. 263,v. N. 267.
partiesAll interested, mightor interested, havingthat be been

represented hearingat case,the of havingthis and a decree been
made, to exception taken,which no conclusive,,was that isdecree

question validityand no toas -its can be raised.
byThe case was transferred the trial requestcourt at the of the-

plaintiff. aBut brief has been submitted himby supportin and
approval of the decree. Under these acircumstances further con-

bysideration of the thiscase court is not demanded.

discharged.Case
-All concurred.


