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capacity”judicialin ais to decidequestion the boardany which
disqualifiedjuror. Actually here thedisqualified as awould bewho

may arguedit be thatalthough technicallysit,member did not
Although prac-the theprohibitionthe of statute.she came within

refusal to aside theencouraged, bythe Court its settice is not to be
prejudice in fact existed.findings decided that noboard’s Cf.

thesupra. finding being sustainable,ThisCorporation,Hazen v.
exception. v.nothing Yeatman,their See Caldwellplaintiffs bytake

plaintiffs com-beingthe theH. 156. too in matter of150,91 N. So
nohearing board,before the the Court foundopento thepelled

right open and closegiven the toTheyerror committed. werewas
appearconclusivelyit does notunder all the circumstancesand

injustice. Blaisdell v. N. H. 185.Young,done an 90theythat were
oftestimonyto admit the of membersproperIt for the Courtwas

to him. Plourdemightthe he find would be of assistanceboard which
Obviously, great in the admis-liberalityv. 93 N. H. 376.Nashua,

Legislaturethe in cases. Lawspolicyof is the of thesesion evidence
65-g.1949, 278,c. s.

BridgeHampshiretheit is admitted that Maine-NewFinally,
granted rights ingressthe defendant Leith of andAuthority has

possibilityegress property. appearsthis What to be the remoteto
neitherobjections grantto this in the future shouldof technical

call for further time.affect the result here nor discussion at this
The order is

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.

Hillsborough,
No. 4079.2,Jan. 1952.

Madeline Kotarba v. Andrew Kotarba.
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& (Mr.Devine andMillimet Earl J. Dearborn Dearborn orally),
for the libelant.

CraigChretien & (Mr.and A. ManningJames Craig fororally),
the libelee.

Lamfron, J. In support positionof his the libelee relies mainly
on the cases of K K, 164;v. 43 N. H. Smith v. 43 N.Smith, 234,H.
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of those de-An examinationH. 316.Geers, 95 N.and Geers v.
aofeach them consistedlibel in ofthat thecisions will disclose

thesetting forthlibeleea*gainst the withoutgeneral charge made
libelThebe maintained.chargethe was touponmain facts which
failscomplained- of butspecify the actsbefore us doesin the case

place, and in someparticularity time,ofsuchto set them out with
v.K, supra;K v. Smithrequired byas isinstances, circumstances

(93 appendix).H.rule 125 N.Superior CourtSmith, supra; and
motion,bylibeleebybe attacked thedefect shouldThis however

(71 asking thatjoining 1119),C. J. S.issuepreferablymade before
respectsinallegationshis thoseparticularizemade tobelibelant

Buck,failure do so. Buck v.libel be dismissed on tothat theor
N. H. 178.97

of the nature ofadequate to inform counselThe libel here was
toanswer,file an and was sufficientdispute, he was able tothe

Morencymerits.controversydecide the on itsenable the Court to
dis-motion to344; Am. 302. Libelee’s96 N. H. 17 Jur.Plourde,v.

properly denied.hearing was thereforemiss made before
time of courtthat much of the valuableto us howeverIt seems

justiceand the ends of better andwould be savedand of counsel
strive to draw theirattorneysif for libelants wouldeasier served
Superior rulerequirementsthe of Courtin accordance withlibels

125.
support decree divorce onevidence to a ofThere sufficientwas

injureas to health. Szulcgrounds seriouslyof treatment suchthe
Accordingly the order must be96 N. H. 190.Szulc,v.

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.

Strafford,
No. 4080.2,Jan. 1952.

v. J. S. Butman & a. Ex’rs.BurtmanSamuel


