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commencing at 8 o’clock and anotherevery hourstwogivento be
Dr.commencing at 9 o’clock. Powers testi-intervalsthree hourat

supervisorsofday; that one theon thatto Bostonthat he wentfied
morning” givenhim and that this order wasin“early thecalled

way fromhis back BostonOn he9 o’clock.”time before“some
again prescribedherecord shows thathospital, and thecalled at the

and a sedative.for the coldmedicine
plain-are thatonly possible conclusions theevidence, thethisFrom

26,upon December whicha cold wassymptoms ofbegan to showtiff
supervisorthat amorning December 27ofdeveloped on thefarso

physician andattending receivedthe ordershospital calledat the
subsequent presence of a sickObviously the nursetreatment.for its

of a condition whichnot the cause had28th could bethe 27th oron
must, therefore, be held that there wasdeveloped, it noalready and

complainedharm ofthe andbetween thecausal connectionfindable
defendant.negligence of thealleged

theJudgment for defendant.

All concurred.

)Belknap,
May 5, 1936­.

E.v. Herman Johnson.State

(Solicitor, by for the State.brief),Theo JewettS.

(by for defendant.brief),Tilton & Tilton the

copyA of the record of the certificate ofPer birth ofCuriam. the
resulting crime was in evidence. Thefrom the certificatechild stated

argumentto be unknown. The court excludedfather’s namethe
chargeablein the certificate werethe statements to the child’sthat
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not who theThe record here does show filed certificate.mother.
was the doctor who attended mother atAssuming that it the the

hisbirth, is no record that he obtained information fromchild’s there
familythan from members of or that hemother rather her in-the

Accordingly,the father’s name. no reliablefor evidencequired
givenmother furnished the information the doctorthat theappears

not thehim that she did know who child’s father was. Theand told
argument unavailing.ofexclusion theexception to the is Slocinski

501,H. 508.Radwan, 83 N.v.
exception argument foran taken to the therecord shows state.The
any ruling sanctioning argu-to of the court theit not takenwasAs

impliedly,expressly Dodge,or it is invalid. Tuttle v.ment, either
McQuaid Michou, 307,85304, 312; 299,v. N. H. and casesN. H.80

86 N. H. 162.cited; Lapointe,v.Noel
may apparently unchanged,that the beobserved result wouldIt be

exceptionand toargument been allowed taken allow-thehad .the
strongerequal force, arousing jurorsif not inLanguage inance.

legally prejudicialduty,of held not to inproper sense was beato
525, N. H.Small, Dinagan,N. H. and in v. 79 7.v. 78 StateState

75,N.v. 84 H. 81.Hinton,also StateSee

Exceptions overruled.
Page, J., did not sit.

)Grafton,
5,May 1936­ .

CountyGeorge Dempster v. of Grafton.

plaintiff.for(by brief), theMokeJ.John

furnished no brief.Solicitor, defendant,forCotton, theNorris


