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thatandnegligence,ofalleged groundsupon either of thejurythe
granted.beenshould havemotion for a directed verdictthe

theJudgment defendant.for

All concurred.

)Sullivan,
6, 1931. )Jan.

Josephine & a.Lear BrodeurArthur A. v.

Shulins, plaintiff.theforBarton &
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Hurd, defendants.Henry for-theN.

plaintiff wrongfully-whether the wasquestionTheCuriam.Per
notby original order herein isright jurya trial theof his todeprived

orderexceptionno was taken to theconsideration, sinceopen fornow
elementary. Dig.H.Hening, N.it made. This istime wasat the

Procedure, s. x.Tit.
thatoriginalthe declaration withlanguage ofcomparison of theA

in itsthat the court was correctcount demonstratesamendedof the
of action. In thisthey on the same causewere basedruling that
only proceduralraised aplaintiffof thethe last motionsituation

pur-previousof the order. Thescope and effectas to thequestion
subsequentthis order determined therulingfinal was thatof theport

by theinterpretation placedproceedings. The thusof thecourse
question of law for us toupon own order raises noitssuperior court

consider.

Exception overruled.

)Grafton,
6, 1931. )Jan.

WinthropMusgrove & a.& a v. ParkerFrank


