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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
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itground that wason thea nonsuitmoved fordefendantsThe
thethe car beforeattempt to leavetoplaintifffor thenegligence

they excepted.andwas deniedThe motionannounced.station was
bysuperior court1910, theJanuary term, ofthefromTransferred

Pike, J.

plaintiff.theorally), forLucier LucierDoyle & {Mr.

orally), for the defendants.SpringSpring&Hamblett {Mr. ^

inpractice theof the usualevidenceThere was noPer Curiam.
the com-uponthe case must be decidedcontroversy, andmatter in

considering it,upon subject. Soknowledge theof mankindmon
statuteThere is n.osustained.contention cannot bethe defendants’

announced,the station isremain in a car untilpassengers torequiring
ordinarythethis is whatknowledge thatit is not commonand

man do.would
Exception overruled.

)Rockingham,
April 4, 1911.

Rockingham County v. Brown.

foragreed provisionmakes noWalker, J. is an case whichThis
ofcase, questionsafter thedispositiona final of theorder or other

advisableare It is notsupposedlaw to be involved determined.
argumentby orcase, briefuponfor the court such a unassisted

mayquestions of law thatside,from to discover theeither seek to
any intimationthem, in the absence ofinvolved and to decidebe

such acase, effectdisposition shall be made of the or whatwhat
the con-expected upon the determination ofdecision is to have

H. 473.Valley Monroe,Lumber Co. 71 N.troversy. Conn. v.

discharged.Case
All concurred.

Batchelder, solicitor, plaintiffs.H. theCharles for

Guptill,L. for the defendant.Ernest


