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)Cheshire,
)3,1928.Jan.

MaryState v. Costello.

Arthur Olson, solicitor, for the state.

Landers,J­ohn J. for the defendant.

Per Curiam. The guiltydefendant is of a v.second offense. State
Gendron, 394; Haselton,80 N. H. v. L., 402,State 81 H. 549;N. P. c.
s. 13.

discharged.Case

)Municipal Manchester,Court of
)April 3, 1928.

Mary Sweeney McQuaid.v. Thomas H.

James A. Broderick, plaintiff.for the

Hurley,J­ohn S. for the defendant.
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by the de-argumentof brief or oralIn the absencePer Curiam.
jurisdic-havewhy did notthe courtfendant, perceivedisno reason

323, 18;L.,P. c. s.and the cause of action.partiesof both thetion
N. H. 157.Young, 81Patten, 388;H. Dolber v.Patten v. 79 N.

verdict.Judgment on the

)Rockingham,
)Jan. 2,1929.

v. Pienkowski.Max Cohen Steve

Sleeper, plaintiff.for theH.William

Peyser Tucker, the defendant.Marvin, & for

sufficiency ofargumentthe andmerits of thePer Curiam. The
bealleged improprietyits cannotaction to overcomethe court’s

affirmatively, and it is not toappearit not asconsidered. As does
exception takenappears,thus that was relativebe assumed unless it

101,H.Dow,final. Lee v. 73 N. 105.thereto, law of the trial wasthe
“ bycalling rulingapresent his in a form forobjectionCounsel should

onlyexceptionscourt, presiding justice should allow whenthe the
.‘ruling, of the court . .they judgment’to a direction orrelate

onlyexceptions as beenthis consider such haveand shouldcourt
Dodge, 304,N. H. 312.regularly Tuttle v. 80taken.”

discharged.Case


