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disputedtheof evidence thatParsons, J. In the absenceC.
lot, an extension ofboundary originalan orpart the ofline was of
original lot lines wasline,a the course of theparallelor to such

Ajury.theany issue could have been beforeirrelevant to which
immaterial evidencefor the admission ofverdict is not set aside

ispurpose for which itprejudicial or used for anot shown to be
havingthoughincompetent. Rogers Kenrick,v. 63N. H. 335. But

tendency dispute, the error doeslogical prove anyto matter inno
themanner in whichappearnot to have been harmless. From the

it inattemptedand to be made ofevidence was introduced the use
may haveargument, exception taken, jury wellto which was also the

identitythought they were authorized to consider the substantial
withuponof the course of the line which the brush fence was built

lots, having tendencybounding originalthe course of as somelines
useproveto that the line so marked was a divisional line. Such

plainly prejudice objecting partyof the evidence would tend to the
and to render trial unfair.the

Exception granted.sustained: verdictset aside: trialnew

All concurred.

)Merrimack,
3,Jan. 1911.

Bates Street v.Shirt Co. Place.

Assumpsit, goodsfor bysold and delivered. Trial the court
{Stone,J.) and verdict for plaintiff. exceptedthe The defendant
to the denial of his motion for a nonsuit. After the decease of the
justice presidedwho trial,at the the case was from thetransferred
April term, 1910, superiorof the by J.,court aWallace,C. on state-

prepared byment of facts incounsel the case.

Dudley & Lowe Loweorally), plaintiff.for{Mr. the

Remick & Hollis orally),Murchie for{Alexander the defendant.

Peaslee, J. controversyThe acceptanceconcerns the of a
ofquantity shirts by plaintiff’sordered the defendant from the
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agent. It is admitted that the defendant ofsold nineteen the
is itshirts and liable From this follows that there wastherefor.

in the motion for a nonsuit.denyingno error
argued upon theorysidesBut the case has been both on the that

touchingpresented questionit some the verdict as to the balance
goods. anexception issue,of the If an was taken which raises such

byupin the made If itappearit does not record as counsel. did
ifappear, necessary,it then be the issue aso would was on nonsuit

report ofitems,as these to the substance the evidence. Theto
uponagreeof facts as have beenstatement such counsel able to

uponbring this court evidence thedoes not before the which verdict
was found.

that the JudgeIt is in the transferred case ofstated sickness
drawing a IfpreventedStone case. this means that it was under-his

fact thereon.findings rulingsthat of and to be filedstood were
(P. 204, 10), may aS., c. s. the defendant be entitled to new trial

ground accident he shouldon the of or misfortune. Whether be
reasons, excep-such relief for these or other hisgranted whether
trial, theshould be restated without a new and tran-tions whether

procured (if procurable), arescript of the evidence should benow
superior Uponbe in court. the case asmatters to determined the

verdict; butstands, plaintiff judgmentthe is entitled to on theit
probable justice may require proceedingsas it seems that further

superior court,in the the order is
discharged.Case

All concurred.

Hillsborough,)
10,1911.Feb.

v. Boston & Maine Railroad.Moses

forCase, personal injuries. by juryfor Trial verdict theand
startingbyplaintiff. plaintiff injured unexpectedThe was the of

supposedalighting.the defendants’ train from which she was She
Rindge station,at shestoppedthe train the West wherethat had

stopped just beyondhad the sta-it,to leave but it in factdesired
unlighted. the trainIt and the station Afterwas dark wastion.

Rindge,station next before the brakeman announcedleft the West
Rindge.”next be West“the station will


