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Piasecnyinstatedgoverned by the rulecase isThisPer Curiam.
expansions ofcontemporaryManchester, 82 N. H. 458. Whetherv.

corresponding expan-ademandgovernmental activitiesofthe field
performingofliability the mannermunicipal forscope ofsion of the

judiciallegislative than deter-for ratheris matterpublic duties, a
mination.

Exception overruled.
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Olson, plaintiff,Arthur for the furnished no brief.

(Mr. orally),Bell forFaulkner & Bell the defendant.

judgment uponPer his motion forplaintiffCuriam. The based
receipt providing paymentsin that “ina clause the the were made

compensationfinal satisfaction of all claims forsettlement and
subject byprovided modifyingto review as Law.” The final words

themselves,inmeaningless nothing context,are and there is in their
in statute, practice, interpretor our or which enables us to them

suggesting equitabletootherwise than as resort such relief as the
plaintiff groundsin his bill. The for havinginvoked such relief not

question havingfound, sufficiencyand no been as tobeen raised the
findings actually (Tuftonboroof the evidence to sustain the v.made

Willard, 253, 262),N. H. the order is89

Exception overruled.

All concurred.


