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may made andnow bea motion relative thereto545. Whether new
mayupon justicewhatsuperior dependsinentertained the court

require.there found tobe

Exceptions overruled.

JJ., did concurred.Branch,and not sit: the othersSnow

Strafford, )
3, )Dec. 1929.

YoungE.Walter v. Luetta Voudomas.

Young.Luetta Voudomas v. E.Walter



18Í

Young.orally), E.(by for WalterE. andSnow briefConrad

orally), for(Mr. Cooper LuettaHalland S.CooperBurt R. Gardner
Voudomas.
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againstis entitled,defendant as the plaintiff, possessionto of the
premises the period.for renewal

Judgment Voudomas.for

Snow, J., Branch, J.,did not sit: was othersabsent: the con-
curred.
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