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although no station passengers alightingCurrier was announced saw
was led to he destination,and believe had arrived at Nashua;his

passengers opened gatesthat these left brakeman,the byclosed the
warningand hence Currier had no it passengerswas not intended

depart train,theshould here from and infindingthat himself the
yard station,instead of at the Currier was overrun while endeav-
oring ifto reach the station. But all this could be found without
evidence, was steppedCurrier not killed inhe from the car butas

way gotsome thebeyondhimself front theend of cars.
he guilty negligenceIf was not in failingof to remain in the car

(Moses 570)until the station was Railroad,announced v. 76 N. H.
he soon ground stopknew as as he reached the not athe wasthat

stop he notstation and could be infound the of care whileexercise
wandering recklessly among yardover theand tracks of railroada

unfamiliar,hewith which was of suchwithout evidence a forreason
explanations may sug-course. Various be and surmisesoffered

gested to for conjectureaccount Currier’s conduct but all inthey rest
uponnotand requireevidence. It is well to thetoo settled citation

authorityof that the propertylaw does not transfer the defendants’
plaintiffthe proof did,to thewithout that the fault whiledefendants’

injured party’s not,did cause injury.the
openThe no and thevisible connectioncase discloses between

alleged proofdefendants’ fault and and no of ch>injury,the there is
caninjured party’scumstances which the fromfrom faultfreedom

conjecturebe proof.found. Mere cannot be forsubstituted

Exceptions judgmentsustained: andverdict thefor defendants.

All concurred.

Hillsborough,
April 4, 1916.

Jesse Weston v.S. Hudson.

Guy HopkinsH. v. Same.

George Dooley v.N. Same.

Assumpsit, expensesto recover for rendered andservices incurred
by plaintiffs, defendant, servingthe selectmen of the while as

of a for bridgecommittee the erection ofmembers a between the
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Nashua.citydefendant town and the of Transferred as to the
question liability by Sawyer, J., September term, 1915,theof from

court, upon agreementsuperior an as toof the the facts and
ruling.awithout

Harry Greeley(by plaintiffs.P. brief and for theorally),

Hamblett, CobleighMarshall D. DoyleCharles J. and & Lucier
(Mr. Cobleigh orally), for the defendant.

IfParsons, plaintiffsC. J. the as of bridgeamembers com-
publicmittee can be officers cantheyconsidered recover only the

salary If, however, theyincident to the office. are to be considered
agents ofemployees they onlyor the can compen-town recover such

bysation has expressly implication agreedas the town or to pay.
propositions questionsBoth are of fact. In the absence of findinga

agreement plaintiffsor the uponfavorable to one of proposi-these
tions, shown,no isliability unnecessaryand it is to determine whether

plaintiffs publicthe employeeswere officers or mere of the town.

Judgment thefor defendant.
All concurred.

Cheshire,
April 4, 1916.

Philip H. Faulkner, Conservator, v. Frank H. Jefts.

Bill Equity,in groundto cancel on the of fraud a bydeed
which plaintiff’sthe conveyedward his farm to the defendant.
The court made a according prayerdecree to the of the bill. A

exceptionsbill of to this by Kivel,decree was J.,allowed at Aprilthe
term, 1915, superiorof the court.

John E. Allen, Charles H. Hersey, Philipand H. proFaulkner, se,
(Mr. Hersey orally), plaintiff.for the

Joseph (byMadden orally),brief and for the defendant.

Young, J. Instead of beingthere no evidence to sustain the
court’s finding, the that procuredtheconclusion deed was by fraud
is the only one that fairlycan be fromdrawn the evidence.


