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with machinery,and of noold, experiencehissmall of age,years
hadwork he beenfrom thedefendantsof thewas taken oneby
machine.afrom sandingat work panels awayand takingdoing put

“Herethein ofman sander),chargeRolfe said to Worthley (the
him,”sander, out for showedlookthea to work onis forboy you

Thethen left. panelsandaway,the how to takeboy panels
tothe machinescratched, and stoppedWorthley■camethrough

do thehe mustThe supposedthe front roll. plaintiffclean top
Thethe rear roll.cleanedsame, machine andand on thegot up

scratched, and beganWorthleycontinued cometopanels through
in motion.waswhile the machinework on his roll TÜeoplain-top

example,to follow his superior’sit was histiff dutyagain supposed
hand wasroll histhe rearto clean.and while he was attempting

belowlocatedwhich was justthe sand-cylinder,by revolvingnaught
a sand-seenhe had neverthe accidentthe roll. to the time ofUp

inwas doingknow there any dangerand did notpaper cylinder,
do it.the work as he toattempted

Howe,Mitchell, for the plaintiff.Foster Lake and Martin§•

Hollis, defendants.Streeter for the

in fromPeaslee, not principleJ. The case is distinguishable
wasWarren, The inexperi-v. N. H. 564. plaintiffBennett 70

inwas theenced, and per-did the concealednot know of danger,
a of his duty.to bewhat he partformance of reasonably thought

at thisa childto setIt found that it waswell be negligencemight
non-The motions forwork without instruction or warning.any

werefor the defendants prop-suit and that a verdict be directed
denied.erly

overruled.Exceptions
All concurred.

Oo6s,
4,Nov. 1908.

Berlin Mills Co.Petrus v.

A nonsuit wasTrialCase, byfor injuries. jury.personal
evidence, and he excepted.the theat close of plaintiff’sordered

term, 1907, courtof the superiorfrom the DecemberTransferred
Ghamberlin,J.by
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Paine,H. for theWilliam plaintiff.

Drew, Jordan, Marble,Morris and Rich for the-Shurtleff
defendants.

Young, J. There was evidence that the defendants either
knew or to knownhave of the incident to the condi-ought danger

oftion their which incaused the seasonpremises injury,plaintiff’s
that,it,to have removed the or to have warned him of anddanger

he inneither knew of the nor was fault for notdanger knowing-
it.,,of the evidence should have been submitted to-Consequently,

the jury.
sustained.Exception

All concurred.

Strafford,
1,Dec. 1908.

Palmer, Adm’r, v. Blanchard.

Case, for the death of thenegligently causing plaintiff’s daughter.
Trial and verdict forby the defendant. Transferredjury from the-

term, 1908, Stone,of theFebruary court J.bysuperior
The defendant ais and treated thephysician plaintiff’s daughter

that,for The evidencespasmodiccroup. tended toplaintiff’s prove
she died of membranous Dr. waswho called to-croup. Morgan,

child death,the about two hours before her was a witness for the-
anddefendant admitted on that andthe plaintiffcross-examination

Scott, office,his called on him atattorney, his but denied that he-
told them death resulted from membranous The redirectcroup.
examination took the occurrences at his office and thenup pro-
ceeded as follows:

” “Q. “Did see Colonel later ?Scott A. Saw him onyou the
street one that is all.”day;

“Q. What talk did withhave Colonel Scott it on theyou about
” “ That,?street The counsel the court said:plaintiff’s objecting,

is not evidence.”
“ before,Defendant’s counsel: It inwas honor. Iput your

think fair.don’t it is I don’t wish to criticise the court.”quite
The manthis had withcourt: Colonel Scott on the-“Anytalk

street is evidence.”not
Defendant’s counsel: it in Ibefore. didn’t“They knowput

but wanted to now.” To this thethey plaintiff excepted.


