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of a publicthe incumbranceher, freed fromtorestoredit wasand
for the amountentitled to onlyis judgmentThe plaintiffhighway.

sustained, have been assessedhas whichsheof the actual damages
’$90.at

sustained.Exception

others concurred.Young, J., did not thesit:

Hillsborough,
Dec., 1899.

Manufacturing Co.v.Parent Nashua

master, engagesrequest inthevoluntarily, fromA withoutwboservant
injuryperform, risk ofthe attend-hired to assumeshe notwaswork which

ant thereon.
tending toexperts is no evidenceadmissible thereOpinions are not whenof

opinions purportupon to be based.prove thefacts whichthe

theThe wasCase, byplaintiff employedfor personal injuries.
had to do with the beltsHeas a nothingdefendants weaver.

a Onunder the care of loom-fixer.or which weremachinery,
belt,in aloom-fixer, who26,1895, adjustingwas engagedtheJuly

him, and he did so. While thetothe to comebeckoned plaintiff
in an the plain-held upon upper pulley,loom-fixer the belt place

to kick or itit and pushtiff attemptedhis footplaced against
so the wasplaintiff caughta While engaged,lower pulley.upon

the injuriesover the receivingthe and carried shafting,beltby
theas to cause of the boltThere was no evidenceof.complained

him.catching
of to showthe loom-fixersThe offered testimony expertplaintiff

in thelike thosethat, question,andwith belts pulleys arranged
was mustof which the caughtthe belt byupdrawing plaintiff

to awith another belt loomhave caused contactbybeen (running
in whichlatter was a certain position,in the when theroom above)

noin motion. There was evi-when loom waswould be the upper
belt at the time of the acci-of the seconddence to theas position

was Thedent, the in the room aboveor whether loom running.
excluded, and the excepted.evidence was plaintiff

defendants, and the ex-A for the plaintiffverdict was ordered
cepted.

J. for theHotuard and Taggart Bingham, plaintiff.Timothy &
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B. FrenchGeorge and Burnham, Warren,Brown & for the defend­
ants.

Parsons, J. As there was no defect or fault in the machinery
or the bebelting, plaintiff’s mustinjury attributed histo own care­
lessness, or to the risk attendantnaturally the workupon which
he undertook. This work was the ofbeyond thescope duty
which he was to andemployed perform, there is no evidence that
the loom-fixer had any permitto or himauthority require to per­
form it. inYoluntarily work hired,for which heengaging was not
without master,fromrequest the he assumed the attendantrisk
thereon. v. Co.,McGill Granite 125.ante, p.

The evidence theof loom-fixers as to their of the causeopinion
of the accident was excluded.properly The facts which theupon
opinionswere based not been thehaving proved, if admis-opinions,

all,sible at were immaterial.

overruled.Exceptions

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

Hillsborough,
Dec., 1899.

Amoskeag Manufacturing v.Co. Manchester.

findingThe of that an propertyreferees incorrect statement of the amount of
inventory faith,goodin a tax in nowas made with intent to mislead the

assessors, purposeis asconclusive to the with suchwhich statement was
made.

objection sufficiency descriptionAn ato the of of in areal estate tax inven-
tory regarded aswill be waived when made for the first time at the law
term.

taxpayer’sof aOver-valuation some classes of estate does not himentitle to
byan if an prop-error is ofabatement the neutralized under-valuation other

erty.
granted groundAn of is on that sum inabatement taxes the the assessed is

burden,petitioner’sexcess of the share of the common and not because
appraisal taxpayersthe of his is dissimilar to that other inestate of the

owning property.ofsame business or the same kind

Petition, referees,for of Trialabatement taxes. who re-by
Straw,iu favor the In 1897 Herman F.of asported plaintiffs.


