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at arunning upon plaintiff’sthe intestateCase, negligentlyfor
of thevillage. At the closeinon Main street Suncookcross walk

exception.ordered, subject toa nonsuit wasevidenceplaintiff’s
by1914, superiorterm, of the courtOctoberfrom theTransferred

Kivel, J.

(Mr. Upton orally), for theUptonand Robert W.M. StarkJohn
plaintiff.

orally), for(Mr. Howe the defendant.& HoweMartin

conflictingin this case is and some-Peaslee, The evidenceJ.
appears that could beEnough however so itfragmentary.what

inhis automobile over a cross walkdefendant drovethat thefound
hour,speed an thatvillage at a of fifteen milesthicklya settled

crossing theawayfeet from the he sawthan a hundredwhen more
waitingstanding apparentlyon the cross walkplaintiff’s intestate

ingave warning signalno and did not lookhepass,for him to that
byas she his automobile.again justuntil was struckher direction

question for duejuryit a fair the whetherUpon this evidence was
by defendant, oughthe not to haveexercised the whethercare was —■

or taken to thatgiven warning further observation make suresome
of one.impressionhis first the situation was the correct

veryelderly woman, eyesightThe decedent was an whose was
defective, hearing good. It could be found from thebut whose was

and,of possessed,she made use such faculties asevidence that she
clear, attempted toacting upon waya reasonable belief that the was

jury.thecross the street. The case should have been submitted to

Exception sustained.
All concurred.


