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interjected byAn conflictingremark the court as to the value of medical the-
ories, substance,conditional in form and inharmless does not furnish cause

settingfor aside a verdict.
exception maythe exclusion prop-No lies to of evidence which have been

erly rejected groundthe ofon remoteness.

Case, for Trial andinjuries. verdict for thepersonal by jury
term,. 1904,Transferred from the ofplaintiff. theSeptember

Stone,court J.superior by
28, 1903, athere was collision between two of theAugust

cars,defendants’ one of which the inwasupon plaintiff riding,
of which she claimed toconsequence have sustained physical

Whether she was the collisioninjuries. by was the issueinjured
tried. the cross-examination of one of the wit-Upon plaintiff’s
nesses, a the defendants’ counsel him thephysician, asked about
relative of certain medical onauthority writers nervous diseases

himand of if he would in court the work of ainquired produce
“certain the court remarked: I wespecialist. Thereupon guess

won’t into a Ifof. books. do n’t usgo comparison they give any
do,more information than some law books we sha n’t muchget

from them.” To this remark the defendants excepted.
defendants,The introduced evidence that the shockhaving

the collision was and that no other wasslightfrom passenger
offered to show that no on either car had com-injured, passenger
to them of been and that no other claimplained injured,having

for hadfor such been them. Theinjurydamages brought against
excluded, andevidence was the defendants excepted.

Nason,F. for theWilliam plaintiff.

Nivel,John Samuel and T.George for theEmery, Mughes,W
defendants.

Walker, J. The defendant that theclaims remark of the
unfair.court was and rendered the trial But as itprejudicial

form,inconditional and it was not even thewas as statement of
fact,a it could have no information to the as to theconveyed jury

theof medical theories advanced medical witnesses.reliability by
in effect that not know muchThe court said he did whether

information could be derived from medical books—a statement
Co.,Dowwhich was immaterial and harmless. v. Electricplainly

68 N. H. 59.
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to the defendant ofhad complainedotherWbetlier passengers
accident, of them hadin or whetherthe anybeen injuredhaving

on account ofthe defendantfor damages againstmade claims
issue,main and theto thecollateralwere matterssuch injuries,

on thebeen excludedhave properlythereon mayevidence bearing
Flanders, N. H. 11.v. 72Kendallof remoteness.ground

overruled.Exceptions

All concurred.

Merrimack, )
April 4, 1905. (

Laronde v. Boston & Maine Railroad.

findingOertaiu evidence deemed sufficient to warrant a that the motorman
guilty negligence failing seasonablyof an electric car was of in to dis-

presence uponcover the of a horse the tracks and avoid collision with the
animal.

against railway company negligently running uponIn an action a street for
home, wrongfully highwaya the fact that the animal was in the at the

responsibility,time of collision does not relieve the defendants from if
ordinary part preventedcare on the of their servants would have the
injury.

C~sE, negligently running against killing plaintiff'sfor and the
by jury. motions,horse. Trial The defendants' made at the

plaintiff's evidence, directingclose of the for orders a nonsuit and
favor, subject exception.a verdict in their were denied to The

jury agreement that,ease was then taken from the with an if
there was sufficient evidence to warrant its submission to the
jury, plaintiff judgment costs;the should have for ~15Oand if
not, judgment.the defendants should have Transferred from the

term, 1904, superior by Wallace,October of the court C. J.
plaintiff's prove followingThe evidence tended to the facts:

railwayThe defendants' Concord & Manchester street branch runs
northerly southerly throughin a and direction Main street in the

village of Suncook. Cross street enters Main street from the
railway straightwest. The track is for a distance of 5~O feet

northerly intersection, person pointof the and a can see from a
away day. plaintiff,that distance to Cross street in a clear The

grocer, street, fifty seventywho is a has a stable on Cross to feet
street, placedistant from Main and his of business is on Main

northerly morningstreet of Cross street. At six o'clock in the of


