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thetoIt was confinedwas manifestly proper.The argument
devious,thecriticism ofain and wasthe case temperateevidence

had taken.thetended to showevidence plaintiffcourse which the

overruled.Exceptions
All concurred.

Coos,
2, 1909.Feb.

v. Berlin Mills Co.Lambert

and verdict for theCase, Trial by juryfor personal injuries.
1907,term, of thethe December supe-Transferred fromplaintiff.

J., to theOhamberlin, defendants’on the exceptionscourtrior by
of certainto the admissionof a for a nonsuit andmotiondenial

evidence.
At timefacts: theto theevidence tended prove followingThe

forthe defendantshad been bythe plaintiff employedof his injury
of cars used inthe.a of his couplingpart duty beingtwelve years,

ofin defendants’ Someand waste the yard.sawdusttransporting
draw-bars,with stationarycars weredefendants’ equippedthe

draw-bars, it was necessaryhad and frequentlywhile others spring
theOnfitted with draw-bars of the different types.to carscouple

16, 1906, was toJune while the attemptingof plaintiffevening
cars, of car to one sidethe draw-bar onetwo passedcouple spring

other, and thethe draw-bar of the plaintiff’s legof stationary
of the otherdraw-bar and the sillwas between thecrushed spring

wheels,axles,old, and draw-were thecar. The defendants’ cars
lateralto aof them worn so as playbars some being permitupon

forit wasabout inches. Under these conditions possibleof four
it, evenof withoutdraw-bar to to one side another engaginga pass

in the defend-track. This hada previously happenedon straight
knownin had neverbut all his theants’ yard, experience plaintiff

track, did noton a and heof such an occurrence anticipatestraight
Reason-with the cars he was whensuch a result coupling injured.

ofcondition thewould have disclosed the defectiveable inspection
whento the cars couplingIt was betweencars. necessary go

worked, whereandtrack where the usuallythem. The plaintiff
hisAt the time of injurywashe was practically straight.injured,

in the without knowledgehis work ordinary way,he was doing
therisk. he could seewas to unusualthat he exposed Although

aware thatand have beenof the draw-bars mayportionsexposed
motion,such as to lateralof some cars was permitthe condition
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Theto make a careful of them.he had no inspectionopportunity
him to actnature of his work required quickly.

Hollis, theF. for plaintiff.Henry

Q. SamuelEdward Stoneand W.Emery of(both Massachusetts),
Morris,Brew, Jordan, the defendants.forand Shurtleff

Bingham, thatJ. When the evidence is constructiongiven
to the v.which is most favorable 73plaintiff (Stevens Company,

159,H. it warrants the conclusions that theN. defendants163),
and inin not their carswere properly inspectingnegligent failing

theto them in suitable that exercised therepair; plaintiffkeep
ina tocare of person attempting couple thereasonably prudent

theto method thatcars the employed; peculiaraccording generally
not onewhich the was wasto which heexposeddanger plaintiff

and and that hisknew or to have knownought appreciated; injury
natural and of the defendants’was the probable consequence fault.

The for a nonsuit was denied.motion properly
admis-the to theThe several taken defendantsbyexceptions

as not to extendedsion of are requireevidence clearly groundlessso
consideration.

overruled.Exceptions
All concurred.

Strafford,
6,April 1909.

Thayerv. N. B. Co.Warburton

Case, Wallace, J.,for C. atTrial beforenegligence. by jury
term, 1908, court,of and verdict forthe theSeptember superior

the plaintiff.
Themanufactured at East Rochester.The defendants shoes

inwas them a and wasas stitcherplaintiff by injuredemployed
of her dress a shaftconsequence upon revolvingbeing caught

under the bench at which she worked. One ofground negligence
towas the absence of a or board. exception,Subjectskirt-guard

the that werewas to offer evidence skirt-boardsplaintiff permitted
was,in the The ordergenerally provided factory.

overruled.Exception

Cunnison,Fellcer for the plaintiff.$

Kivel thefor defendants.Hughes,


