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purpose. agreementIt found that the was ex-provided for wasthe
May 2, plain-or 1949. There was evidence that theon aboutecuted

Sunday Mayproperty paperfor sale in a Boston onadvertised thetiff
paymenta ofthat the defendants received down one22, 1949, and

directly buyer Julyfrom on This was13,the 1949.hundred dollars
finding of the date of the ofsupportto the execution theevidence

finding that the instrument was altered.contract and the
Aas of law a one. materialwas a matter materialThe alteration

changes legal Thus,the effect of an instrument.is one thatalteration
legalwhich effectchange the of an instrument alters the“A in date

rights affected,partiesor liabilities of the are isthereof, as where the
J. S. 927.and vitiates the instrument." 3 C.a material alteration

N. H.Follet, Changing1 95. the date of theMartendale v.also,See
July extendingof theMay 2 to 25 would have the effectfromcontract

right bysell,months for an exclusive to almostperiod of twostated
plaintiff may alreadythe havemonths. The thattwo factanother

in isignorance it,of immaterial.and have actedearned his commission
correctlyone,a material the Referee foundwasthe alterationSince

supra; Mace, 44Follet,Martendale v. Smith v.for the defendants.
H.N. 553.

materially contractplaintiff has altered a writtenAlso, where the
obliga-varying rights or orinterests,of the dutiesintentionwith the

he recover for his under theany parties,of of the cannot servicestions
supra; L.Mace,v. 127 A. R.counts. Smith 343.common

Judgment thefor defendants.

All concurred.

Strafford, No. 3999.
6,Feb. 1951.

Georgev. McGlone.State
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CountyCatalfo, Solicitor, State,for the filed no brief.Alfred

Jackson,M. forJames the defendant, filed no brief.

Kexisox, questionTheJ. whether it is for topersonlawful a
operate in thisa vehicle state without Hampshirea New license when
his license already expiredConnecticut has logically ademands
negative answer. However the defendant maintains that was en-he

operatetitled to invehicles this birthdaystate until his bynext virtue
1949,of c.Laws 170. This statute is c.L., 117,an amendment to R.

8, pertinents. partand the reads as operatefollows: “All licenses to
expirea motor vehicle which on 31,March 1950 in fullshall continue

force, validityeffect and until the anniversary of the date of ofbirth
followingthe license holder next the of 31,date March 1950. ...”

For more than a decade motor Hampshirevehicle in Newlicenses
expired thirty-firsthave “on March offollowingnext the theirdate

R. L., 117,issue.” c. s. 8. When Legislaturethe this1949 extended
period anniversaryuntil the of the of holder,date birth of the license
the obvious intent towas limit it to licensesissued in this state. Con­
sidering greatthe diversity of the expiration ofdates motor vehicle
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states, it the amend­in cannot be assumed that 1949licenses other
only which licensesappliedto be to those other states issuement was

assumption31, unlikelyEven ifexpire on March 1950.” this“which
de­case,in would of no benefit to thepresentmade the it bewas

expire date.since Connecticut license did not on thatfendant his
affectingis not to asConsequently the 1949amendment be construed

of in states.extending expiration licenses issued otheror the dates
in­notstatutory aregenerala rule of construction that statutesIt is

Railroad, N.anyhave effect. Merrill v. 63to extraterritorialtended
H.265; Eaton, 271,v. N. 272. defendant’s259,H. Ross 90 The

by expired prior to the dateexpressits terms hadlicenseConnecticut
(1949),May (Conn.alleged 4,of 1950 General Statutesof the offense

by2381) 1949,not c. 1 Blashfield110, s. and was extended Laws 170.c.
(P­ Cyc. s. 288.1, Practice,of Law anded.) Part Automobileerm.

in thisrequirements operation of aminimum for the vehicleThe
Hampshireinoperator be Neware that the shall licensed eitherstate

foreign L., ss. the117, 1,13,14,R. c. as amended. Sinceor the state.
torequirement, motioncompliedhas with neither thedefendant

complaint properlywas denied and the isdismiss the order

Exception overruled.

All concurred.

Merrimack, 4004­No.6, .Feb. 1951.

Parker L. Hancock.Gobin v.Oliver


