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- Cheshire, %
Jan. 3, 1928.

STATE ». MaRY COSTELLO.

Arthur Olson, solicitor, for the state.

John J. Landers, for the defendant.
Per Curtam. The defendant ig guilty of a second offense. State v.

Gendron, 80 N. H. 394; Stale v. Haselton, 81 N. H. 549; P. L., ¢. 402,
s. 13.

Case discharged.
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Municipal Court of Manchester, §
April 3, 1928,

Mary SWEENEY . THOMAS H. McQuar.

James A. Broderick, for the plaintiff.

John 8. Hurley, for the defendant.
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Per Curiam. In the absence of brief or oral argument by the de-
fendant, no reason is perceived why the court did not have jurisdie-
tion of both the parties and the cause of action. P. L., c. 323, s. 18;
Patten v. Patten, 79 N. H. 388; Dolber v. Young, 81 N. H. 157,

Judgment on the verdict.

Rockingham, %
Jan. 2, 1929,

Max CoHEN v. STEVE PIENKOWSKI.

William, H. Sleeper, for the plaintiff.

Marvin, P?yser & Tucker, for the defendant.

Per Curiam. The merits of the argument and the sufficiency of
the court’s action to overcome its alleged impropriety cannot be
considered. As it does not appear affirmatively, and as it is not to
be assumed unless it thus appears, that exception was taken relative
thereto, the law of the trial was final. Lee v. Dow, 73 N. H. 101, 105.
“Counsel should present his objection in & form calling for a ruling by
the court, the presiding justice should allow exceptions only when
they relate to a ‘ruling, direction or judgment’ of the court . . .
and this court should consider such exceptions only as have been
regularly taken.”” Tuitle v. Dodge, 80 N. H. 304, 312.

Case discharged.




