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322;ment s. see Manchester(Second), Agency, Co.Supply
Dearborn,v. 90 N. H. 447.
The order is

on the verdict.Judgment

All concurred.
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ahas been broad andofpart pretrial procedure givenintegral
v.in this Lincolnliberal interpretation jurisdiction. Langley,

158;99 N. H. v. N. H.98 251.Reynolds Company,
While it is to instate advance the of rele­impossible precepts

it has been the in this state not tovancy, policy place any
limitations on the use of andcrippling discovery depositioiis.

R.,v. &Boston Maine R. N. H.102 179.McDuffey
For the most the inpart thenecessary flexibility controlling
breadth and of and has been leftscope discovery depositions
with the the trial Bowles,of court. Drake v.Presiding Judge

471; Co.,97 N. H. 354;93 N. H.SomersworthLefebvre v.
Cote,State v. 95 N. H. 108. As was stated in New Castle

Rand, 201, 202,v. 101 N. H. we “have on theproceeded
basic that the of businessassumption orderly dispatch judicial
is more where andaccomplished efficiently every plaintiff every
defendant is togiven adequate opportunity properly prepare
his case before trial.”

The first of Court Rule 37 readsparagraph Superior as
follows: “The on or ondeponent, writtendeposition interroga­

shall be to answer alltory, requiredordinarily notquestions
to or excused the statutesubject privilege toby relating depo­

sitions, and it is not for refusal to answer agrounds particular
that the would bequestion inadmissible at thetestimony trial if

the testimony calculatedsought appears to leadreasonably to
of admissible evidence and doesdiscovery not violate any privi­” RSA ch. 491lege. Appendix As from(supp). clearly appears

this rule the of evidence does not itsrelevancy depend upon
at trial that the evidenceadmissibility isproviding sought

calculated to lead thereasonably to of admissiblediscovery
cases,evidence. There course,are some of where it is settled

that isinquiry forbidden. instancesin limitedExcept (Villars
Portsmouth,v. 453,100 N. H. the existence of in­455)

surance in die tort case is not a matter forordinary inquiry
oron deposition Hardwarediscovery. Mut. Cas. v.Co. Hopkins,

231, 234.105 N. H. In the case none of thepresent questions
asked relate to insurance and are not in the realm of forbidden

becauseinquiry merely involve the financialthey relationship
between the defendant and its officers.

4Question to dierelating approximate of theyearly average
number of of the defendantemployees would betoappear
a since it have some on theproper inquiry may bearing
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was inwhether or not the defendant providingquestion negligent
in with his constructionconnection contractinsufficient personnel

on the plaintiff’s premises.
the financialto relationshipThe other questions pertaining

the defendant andthe and other corporationsbetween deponent
wife be interested could leadthe defendant and hisin which may

Ruleevidence. Courtof admissibleto the Superiordiscovery
de-or of a37, The mortgage property byconveyancesupra.

be evidence of the defendant’ssomefendant litigation mayduring
Runud,v.Gas Co.of Portland Lightconsciousness liability.

502;O'Brien,272; Minn.v. 258 Doub242 Mass. Johnson
331; 2Hauser, EvidenceN. C. ed.)v. 256 Wigmore, (3d

282, Likewise, there beenif hass. 132. litigationduringp.
to otherassets of the defendant corporation corpo-a ofdepletion
also bethe officers thereof this couldcontrolledrations by

has or have a weakthe defendantconduct mayindicating
1307, ItA.L.R. 1139. is obvi-65 A.L.R. 80cause. Annots.

theorand of depletionous that propertyconveyance mortgage
thebe in normalof defendantassets a during mayof litigation

However, ifof business or otherwise innocent.entirelycourse
a has trans-to believe that defendanthas reasonthe plaintiff

assetshis duringhis or otherwise depletedferred property
Evi-a for Maguire,this is subject discovery.properlitigation

Law In144Sense and Common (1947).dence— Common
of but the Trialwould be out ordercases such inquiriesmost

caseallow them in particular uponhas discretion to anyCourt
therefor.a reasonable basisa ofshowing

that weretheto be questionsIf the appear askingplaintiffs
or.the of embarrassmentthis case forin purposepropounded

as anharassment, to themTrial has forbidthe Court the right
N. 205.v. 101 H.Currierintrusion. Company,impertinent

erroneous evenTrial Court’s wasthat the orderWe cannot say
aasifwe that these inquiries pursued generalrealizethough
See Stateharassment.andthe of abusecould be subjectrule

250,Evidence,McCormick,108, 112; s.Cote, N. H.95v.
120,Evidence,Conrad, Trial s.1 Modern537 (1954);p.

119 (1956).p.

overruled.exceptionsDefendant's

All concurred.


