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to the record owner that claim made to it.”beingan adverse was
cited.Kashulines, 298,Alukonis v. H. and299,97 N. authorities

beFurthermore, there was evidence from which it could found that
the the underuse of the road to reach defendant’s land was not

alleged couldright permissiona claim of but of an which the Court
notbelieve was established.

Superiorthehaving questionThe defendant not raised in the
of whether had any rightCourt she obtained under the statute

(R. L., 90,c. s. it is not her1), here, although mayavailable to it
be there was evidence compelled findingsaid no which in hera

appearing justifiedfavor on this issue. It the fullythat record the
verdict, exceptionthe defendant’s must be overruled. Eastman v.
Waisman, 94 N. H. order253. The is

Judgment on the verdict.

All concurred.

Hillsborough,
No. 4192.3,Mar. 1953.
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McCarthy orally), petitioner.brief and for the(byWilliam G.

Wyman,Attorney General, Louis C.Tiffany, formerGordon M.
AttorneyGeneral, DeputyM. formerBlodgett,MauriceAttorney

(Mr. orally),WymanCounty SolicitorDanais,and ConradGeneral
for the defendant.

requisition showspapersAn of theC. J. examinationKenison,
crime of kid­petitioner charged with thesubstantiallythat the is

Wash.,degree. Remington, Rev. ofnaping in the Statutessecond
(2). question petitioner’sto thes. There is no raised as2410-1

petition petitionertheprincipalThe basis for the is thatidentity.
andjustice Washingtonfugitiveis a from from the state ofnot

papers inadequateare and incorrect. Both ofrequisitionthat the
apetitionquestions properlybe considered under a formaythese

The Uniformcorpus. Perkins,habeas Hinz v. 97 N. H. 114.writ of
(R. c.adopted L.,Act been in this stateCriminal Extradition has

adopted in437) appear to have been the state ofbut does not
(1951). ofAnno. ConsiderationWashington. 9 Uniform Laws 169

governedin will be thepetition corpus bythe for habeas this state
petitioner’s isAct. The claim that heprovisions the Uniformof

defendant’s testi­fugitive solelyfrom is based on thejusticenot a
Theproceeding.witness that testified in theonlywho was themony

by petitioner’scalled counsel and was asked thisdefendant was
seen him outside ofquestion. you petitioner]“Have ever [the

Hampshire? A. counselNo,the New sir.” Petitioner’sState of
inquired:opposing your"Is that case?” tothen rested and counsel

replied: my“That’s case.” Nopetitioner’swhich counsel further
argument petitionafter dis­testimony introduced and the waswas

upon made in behalf of the defendant.motionmissed
petitionerthat he had not seen thetestimonyThe defendant’s

Hampshire disprove requisi-New does not thethe state ofoutside
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papers petitioner fugitive justice.tion which state the is a from
Frink, 50,Fortier v. 92 N. H. 51. The fact the hadthat defendant

the petitioner Washington provenot seen in the state of does not
petitionerthat the was there thatnot or others did not see him

The requisition papersthere. out propermade a case thefor
petitioner’s return and this evidence was insufficient call forto
the corpus. 594;issuance of habeas v. N.Clough,State 71 H. Hinz

Perkins, requisitionv. N. H. 114. The papers support pro­97 the
position petitionerthat the demandingleft the state after the com­

allegedthemission of and it isoffense admitted that he is innow
supportsthis finding petitionerstate. This a that the a fugitiveis

justice. 444; 2;from Pearson v. Campbell, 97 N. H. R. L., 437,c. s.
Bracco 91Wooster,v. N. H. 413.

requisitionThe papers not personal descriptiondo contain a of
the petitioner or other identification other than his name theand

placedate the allegedand of crime. Such descriptiona is not a
mandatory requirement theof statute and the absence of even

pertinent allegationsmore have been held not to make the rendition
invalid. Petition 309Harris, 180; HigleyMass. Millspaw,v.of
281 N. Y. The441, necessity446. of forwarding personala descrip-

alleged fugitive justicetion of the from is absent where the identity
petitionerof the not disputedis and that is statethe of the record

in this case.
argumentThe that the proceeding is instituted “to satisfy some

personal desire grudge” openor not petitioneris to the in pro-this
ceeding. Pearson v. Campbell, 97 H. 444, 445;N. Gerrish v. State

Hampshire,New F. Supp.97 527.of

Exception overruled.

All concurred.


