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duced is notgivethe defendant the schemeparticipation,to such free
only re-when,within the ban of shownthe statute. Violation is

gardless provecansubtlety employed,of the of the statethe device
that, fact, operationa results in theas matter of the in actualscheme
payment, greatin value for themajority cases, somethingthe ofof of
opportunity to participate.

respectagreedUnder the instatement of facts summarizedabove
to point beyondthis that theit be found a doubtcannot reasonable
purchase admission pre-is, matter,a apracticalof ticket of as a
requisite inparticipation Night.”to “Bank

only legality particularThe passing directly uponcase ofthe this
220 Ia.Hundling,scheme which has come to our attention is State v.

1369, in which a similar result reached.was

quashed.Information

J.,Marble, was the concurred.absent: others

Hillsborough, i
1934.)28,June

Murphy GeorgeViolet v. F. Winter.

Joseph pro. v.Murphy, per ami Same.

Hurley (Mr. orally), plaintiffs.& Connor Connor for the

O’Connor (Mr.& Saidel orally),Saidel for the defendant.

Per plaintiffs passengersCuriam. The in carwere the defendant’s
injured byand were in a collision car drivenbetween that and one

Snedeker,Harold at the of inintersection and streetsUnion Salmon
Manchester. goingWinter was east on Salmon street and Snedeker
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aisthrough and thereThe latter is a streetstreet.north on Union
atstop westerly side Salmon street.sign on its

claimedThetestimony.of defendantthe usual conflictwasThere
proceededandentering the intersection thenstoppedthat he before

came acrossthe defendantslowly. testified thatacross Snedeker
ano to avoidspeed, givinga timehighat Snedekerthe intersection

jury.an for thepresented issueThis conflictcollision.

Judgments on the verdicts.

)Cheshire,
28,June 1934.)

Company.Claywood v. CalefErnest Norwood

Jordan, plaintiff.Chester B. for the

(Mr.L. thePhilip Bell, orally),II. Faulkner and Ernest Jr. Bell for
defendant.

In ar-supportPer of the order of nonsuit the defendantCuriam.
gues points are in asonly two which stated its brief follows:

splinter upnot shown the caused or a condition“1. It is that set
eye, 2,in of the and there is nowhich resulted the removal because

eye.”for the removal of the Both of theseevidence of the cause


