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barn,to tbethen worked its way uptrack andside of tbetbeby
fromset a the locomo-that it was by sparkalso findtbe jury might

o’clock, in tbe ofabsence otheranyat tentive which bypassed
thatThe fact locomotivesof its origin.reasonable explanation

fires, isfall near tbe trackwbicb causingemit sparksfrequently
near a tracktbe orthat where undergrowthevidence grasssome

two,an tbewithin hour orand trains have alongis on fire passed
It is a merea locomotive. notfromfire was caused by sparks

inference from the factsa reasonablebebut mayconjecture,
proved.

overruled.Exceptions

All concurred.

)Strafford,
5,May 1908.

Somersworth,Dover, and Streetv. RochesterMoran
Railway Co.

injuriespersonalin discloses the nature andan action forthe evidenceWhere
by plaintiff,required the but is as to-treatmentof medicalextent silent

services, mayjuryphysician’s the availof the themselves-or costthe value
expenseexperience determininginknowledge theandtheir commonof

reasonably effectingin a cure.properly and incurred

tbeand forCase, Trial verdictbyfor injuries. jurypersonal
term, 1907, of tbeTransferred from tbe Septemberplaintiff.

Stone, J.court bysuperior
toevidence that tbe employed physiciansThere was plaintiff

nature and extent of tbeand of tbefor tbetreat her injuries,
Tbetreatment, cost of tbe services.none as to tbe value orbut

“ tbethatbe instructed uponthat tberequest jurydefendant’s
andfor medical attendancecould be no recoverythereevidence

” denied,waswho treated tbetbe plaintiffservices of physicians
to exception.subject

for tbeKivel Eughes, plahitiff.

for tbe defendant.Samuel W. Emery Massachusetts),(of

wbicb menPeast.ee, a in issue is oneJ. far as fact uponSo
“ andfund of knowledge,”have a common experiencein general
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in their minds.tliis information making upthe usemayjury
with theEv., necessity4 s. Such dispenses2570.Wig. knowledge

“that theIt is also saidon thefor evidence subject.introducing
narrow; to ais limited fewis itthis doctrine strictlyofscope

nature, commercialin humanmatters of elemental experience
affairs, lb.and life.”every-day

withthe rule down cannot be appliedIt that laidis apparent
involvedquestionthemathematical exactness. particularUpon

number holdcase, Ain the are considerablethis courts divided.
of thethat the value ser-with less to themore or strictness theory
Brownevidence. v.a must be shownvices of physician by

;297; Ia. NelsonMarion, 128 v.White, 202 Pa. Hobbs v. 726­St.
Garcia,659; etc.R.113 Mo. R.Houston v. (Tex.)Railway, App.

cases the90 S. with these following:W. 713.Rep. Compare
to estimatePa. 440 allowedv. 154 St.Kelley (jurorsMayberry,

ete.Northern Co.the value of a services to herwife’s husband);
to take intoMullins, W. 433 allowedv. 99 S. Rep. (jurors(Tex.)

future medical attendance wouldconsideration the fact that
; 101 236v. Mo.be Railway, (jurorsprobably Murraynecessary)­

nurse,of a the measureallowed to find the value the services of
own and“their knowledgebeing experience”).

“In the knowl­rule is that have someother jurorsjurisdictions
in men in as the ordinarilycommon with toedge chargesgeneral

services,” thatmade for and and theyattendanceby physicians
“ of de­that for theavail themselves ofmay knowledge purpose

of thethe should have reasonwhat sum plaintiff bytermining
inhe has and incurredreasonably endeavoringexpense properly

211, 217,Railroad,to effect a cure.” v. 171 Mass.McGarrahan
Railroad,220; 544; 116Scullane v. 169 Mass. v.Kellogg, Feeney

; Danner,Y.N. Co. Fed. 882.375­ v. 97Western Gas Rep.
inreasonable,more is ac-The latter the andappearsruling

in It would becordance with the at nisi this state.practice prius
to a which all men are more cer-difficult conceive of matter with

ofcalled to deal than the andtainly upon paymentemployment
a is ason the of doctors’ billsphysician. Knowledge subject

as almost of life.anygeneral upon every-dayquestion
available,If more beenwas itsatisfactory proof might.have pro-

defendant,duced the had the case toit not to allowby preferred
here;rest and that introducedthe fact other evidence was not by

the for thewas thatplaintiff legitimate ground argument probably
Larochelle, ante,bills 433.were of small amount. v.Boucher

overruled.Bhcc&ption

All concurred.


