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islimits.” The todistrict nosubjected itsliability respecting”“ distinct from its aasliability of the Itpart town.highways
is fornot liable to indictment to make newneglecting highways

“established, for to its inlawfully keepneglecting highways good” Laws,for the travel thereon 74,suitable s.xepair, a. or(Gen. 1),
to totravellers for them reason ofdamages defectshappening by

Laws, c. 75, s. 1.therein. Gen. To burdensthese the town alone
is onesubjected. upon the soleLegislation imposing body duty
•of inand andkeeping repairconstructing highways, subjecting

both criminal and therein,another to forbody civil defectsliability
it has no towhich wouldpower prevent, be novel as well as

inThere are no words the statutesinequitable. directly indicating,
inferred,•or from itwhich can be that the intendedlegislature

such a result.
overruled.Exceptions

Blodgett, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

v. &McFetrich a.Woodrow

note,A the of anot whoperson payee promissory writes his name on the
maker,back before it is is liable as notnegotiated, endorser,as although

was for the accommodation of thesignaturehis payee, and the atpayee,
it,time itthe of endorses above suchnegotiating signature.

Assumpsit, on a note of the Woodrow,defendantpromissory
Jameson, 27, 1886,•endorsed the defendant dated Octoberby and

Williams,the of E. H.to order four monthspayable after date.
Facts found the court.by

Woodrow,The note is an noteaccommodation made andby
Williams,for the of■endorsed Jameson benefitby at his request.

1, 1887, thethe took note ofJanuary plaintiff Williams in good-
faith, consideration,for an andadequate without thatnotice it

an Whenwas accommodation note. the wasnote exhibited to
it;the Jameson’s name was on andplaintiff, at the of itstime

to the Williams endorseddelivery his thatplaintiff, name above
•of not ofJameson. Jameson was notified the of thenon-payment

June,until 1889.note

ThomasF. Fletcher,Johnson Ladd forand the plaintiff.

H. and Ossian forJason the defendant Jameson.Dudley Bay,

Allen, J. The note was not a valid itcontract until was nego-
tiated and. delivered to the for value.plaintiff Jameson was not

of He•entitled to notice was liable to thenon-payment. plaintiff,
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385;H.11 N. Ben­maker. Martin v. Boyd,asendorser,as butnot
Fellows, 366;N. H.27593; v.N. H. CurrierWillard, 17ton v.

found, itfacts is393, 400. On theJohnson, 64 N. H.v.Phillips
to thetitlethethat, plaintiffoffor the purpose givingimmaterial

name Jameson.the ofit abovenote, endorsedWilliams

theJudgment plaintiffs.for

Smith, J., concurred.sit: othersdid not the

v. Wallace.Jordan

in their bynot influenced verdictthat wereaffidavitsof jurors theyThe
the inin the of counselfor whosopartyargumentremarksunwarranted

rendered, uponbe considered the questioncannotthe verdict wasfavor
remarks removedwhollyof the wasobjectionable bythe effectwhether

inthe of the court. theor Unless-charge partyof counsela retraction
favor, a from thefault, in his obtain such finding presidingafter verdict

be setwill aside.the verdictjustice,

Assumpsit, of to cutfor breach contract andfor damages yard
contractThe was that the wasdefence falseprocuredtimber. by

andthe calculated intended andof plaintiff, havingrepresentations
defendant,to the and render his examination ofdeceivethe effect

and of the timber less andcomplete,situation there-the quantity
it. fordefendant rescinded Verdict the defend-fore the rightfully

ant.
counsel, hisin to the said ofThe defendant’s argument jury,

that he ever andon’t believe lived honest hourthe plaintiff, —“I
life, not andhe was either toin his when beatplotting planning

or into andto beatbankruptcysomebody individually, go every-
andTo this the plaintiff the courtobjected,body collectively.”

counsel, histhat remarks werethe andstatingstopped improper,
case,in the and toldauthorized evidence the toanynot by jury

them. the defendant’s counsel said heThereupon with-disregard
remarks, and asked the notthe todrew objectionable jury regard

hisThe on thatexception,them. insisted theplaintiff claiming
of the counsel. Inmischief was not cured the theby apology

the themto the reminded thatinstructions courtjury again they
verdict,in theirthe evidence andonly making upshould regard

counsel haveremarks of should nothat the effect.objectionable
set aside ofto the verdict because theThe moved remarksplaintiff

theproducedto. the defendant ofThereupon affidavitsexcepted
effect that the remarks of counselall the to the tojurors objected

their inmindshad no influence whatever theupon determining


