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Doe, J. an“When a witness is as threeoffered expert,
arise: 1.questions Is the subjectnecessarily concerning

which he is to one the of anwhich opiniontestify, upon
can be ? 2. theexpert received What are qualifications

ato entitle witness as an ?tonecessary testify expert
8. Has the witness those ?qualifications

their ofExperts may opinions upon questionsgive
science, kind,or or whenskill, trade,or others of the like

isthe such thatsubject-matter inexperiencedof inquiry
are to a correctofpersons unlikely prove capable forming

it without such or when it soassistance,judgment upon
far nature aof the of a science as topartakes require

attain-,course of or in to thehabit, orderprevious study,
it;ment of a of and the of expertsknowledge opinions

are not when the isadmissible, into a subject-inquiry
thematter, nature which is as toof not such require any
habits or in aorder manpeculiar study, to to un-qualify

derstand it. 1 Ev. sec. 440;Gr. 1 L. 286;Smith C.
Rochester v. 3 N. H.Chester, 349; v.Peterborough Jaffrey,
6 N. 462;H. v.Whipple ;10 H. 130Walpole, N. Beard v.

11Kirk, 397;N. H. Robertson v. 15 H.Stark, 109;N.
Marshall v. Ins. Co., 27 N. H. 157. ofsubjectsUpon gen-
eral are menwhich inunderstoodknowledge, by general,
and which a are with,to be familiar wit-jury presumed
nesses must as to facts theand ofalone,testify testimony
witnesses as is not admissible. Concordexperts merely
Railroad v. 23 N. H. 237, 243.Greely,

“have been as men ofExperts science,”described
“v. 157;Folkes 3Chadd, ac-Doug. persons professionally

with the science or Strickland on Ev.quainted practice,”
“408; conversant thewith Best’s Prin­subject-matter,”

346; skill,”of sec. ofEvidence, Rochester“personsciples
“349, ;3 365Chester,v. N. H. Peter­persons,”experienced

H. 464;v. 6 N. of some462,borough Jaffrey, possessed
science skill matter inor the ques-particular respecting

v.tion, Beard 11 N. H. In BarronKirk,v. 397. Cobleigh,
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surveyed,11 land bad beenlots ofN. H. certain557,
aSnow, surveyor.about onetrial,thebeforefifty byyears

offered, whowitness,aasMcDuffieThe onedefendants
anda surveyor,testified that he had for beenmany years

Snow;byhad often run the lines of the lots surveyedout
toand had called giveit was said if the witness beenthat

thehis the marks uponas an whetheropinion, expert,
hemarks,testified, ancientcorners, which he wereabout

Greaterwould have been for thatadmissible purpose.
andobservation, respectingforopportunities studygreater

inskillcertain the witness superiorsubjects, givemay
re-to behisrelation to those and entitle opinionssubjects,

havewhoceived Thus,as those of an witnessesexpert.
ad-beobservation,made it a and mayofsubject study

mitted to hand-writing.theirgive opinion respecting
Ins.v.MarshallStark,Robertsonv. H. 113. In109,15 N.

ahe wasCo.,27 N. H. a that163, testified157, witness
beer, as hisin thatand hadhouse-joiner, always engaged

forbusiness; that he had at it himself many years,worked
contract,and employinghad built a housesmany bygreat

business;thata ofhands in thegreat prosecutionmany
nothe hadthat three builtthe preceding yearsduring

and he con-contract,less thatthan housestwenty-five by
business;thesidered himself well withto be acquainted

court that the witness appearedand it was remarked theby
the char-entitle him totohad sufficientto have experience

haveAn mustan in his expertacter of business.expert
a matterhe hiswhich opinionmade the givessubject upon

and he mustobservation,orof practice,particular study,
on the subject.andhave special knowledgeparticular

which expertsuponThe rule the subjectsdetermining
ofthe qualificationsand the rule prescribingmay testify,

witness,a offeredlaw; but whetherare matters ofexperts,
fact,is a questiohofas an has thoseexpert, qualifications,

The dis-variousat the trial.decided the courtto be by
to bea incompetentrenderwhich personqualifications
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sworn and to are fixedgive law, butany testimony, by
whether the adisabilities exist in acase isparticular ques-
tion of Andfact. whether a is such athatdisability per-
son atcannot or such thatall, he cannottestify only testify
as an the existence of is aexpert, the disability equally
matter of fact, most and deter-conveniently satisfactorily
mined at the trial. That an must have andexpei’t special

or is asskill, definite a rule as thatpeculiar theknowledge
search lostfor a or witness, must bepaper, subscribing

and aand whether witness hasthorough; specialdiligent
and is much aas of fact aspeculiar knowledge, question

athe whether is andsearchquestion diligent thorough.
fact,a of wholethe court will not reviseUpon question

of athe decision unless it ispresiding justice, specially
resexwed him for and his decision is notrevision, sub-by

In the case,to itject does notexception. present appear
that the of law,rule the of anprescribing qualifications

was and the of theexpert, disregarded, judgment presiding
as to what the of thejustice, witnessqualifications were,

and final.was conclusive
on the verdict.Judgment


