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Henry Yeaton, plaintiff.D. for theWright andWilliam

defendant.Cooper,for the&Snow, Snow

understood,is the foundcourt,As the case that theYoung, J.
belonged defendant,to the and as thein evidencequestionchattels

exceptionfinding, plaintiff’s questionthe raises nothatwarrants
for this court.

Exception overruled.
concurred.All

Grafton,
April 6, 1920.

v.& Lumber Co. Fred Perkins.ShookSmith

Assumpsit. plaintiffs.for the Theirby jury,Trial verdict evi-
Patten,that one the defendant’s father-in-provetotendeddence

March, 1917, buyingabout a lot of lumberthem inspoke tolaw,
they twentyhimdefendant, and that offered dollarsthebelonging to

subsequentlyto their mill andit delivered wrotefora thousand
They agree, however,that effect. could not ontothe defendant

dropped followingand the matter until theof the tradethe details
if theyasked them still wanted the lumber.PattenNovember, when

the next week he andthey did, and .delivered two loadsThey said
unsatisfactory.more because their measure wasanyto deliverrefused

May term, 1919, bythe superiorthe of courtfromTransferred
exception to the denial of his motionBranch, the defendant’sJ., on

verdict.a directedfor

M. Flint, plaintiffs.and for theWalterAlvin F. Wentworth

Thayer,and for the defendant.E. Martin William W.Nathaniel

jury’s findingtheThe evidence warrants that PattenYoung, J.
plaintiffs. onlyquestion question,in to the Thelumberthesold

findingwhether the warrants athis court is evidencetherefore, for
it. Theauthorized to sell evidence relevant toPatten wasthat

him defendant,and from the and inall comes from isissuethat
him October,asked sometime in 1917,the defendantthatsubstance

plaintiffs still wanted the lumber and himthought the toldif he
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if theand thatloadsone or twohe haul themcouldtheyif didthat
toon the loadsthe marksasnot the samethey gave wasmeasure

a find-will not sustainevidenceclear thisIt is thatlet him know.
hejurythe foundthe trademaketoPatten authorizeding that was

plaintiffs.themade with

thejudgmentsustained:Exception defendant.for

others concurred.theJ., absent:Peaslee, was

Grafton,
May 4, 1920.

Railroad.Quimby v. Boston & MaineL.David

plaintiff.for theCase, personal injuries. Verdictfor
a directed verdictfor a and formotions nonsuitThe defendant’s

facts areexcepted. The essentialand the defendantwere denied
1919,term,Septemberfrom theopinion.in Transferredstated the

superior by Sawyer, J.of courtthe

orally)', for theMurchie& Murchie AlexanderMurchie {Mr.
plaintiff.

Theo S.Snow, BurleighP. and Jewett &Leslie Alvin {Mr.Jewett
orally),Jewett for the defendant.

following factsWalker, plaintiff’sJ. From evidence thethe
work-reasonably day injuredhe he wasbe found. On wasmight the

driving a horse at-Parker-Young incompany Lisboning for the
slab-wood, and washe had loaded withtip-cartto a whichtached

privateaovertransport it the defendant’s trackabout to across
theofthere for the conveniencecrossing which was maintained
forengaged in this workParker-Young company. He had been

crossing. Beforeknew a due at thedays and that train wasseveral
it,nearcrossing, stopped his teamto heattempting drive over the

if was insee thewalking onto it down the track to trainand looked
from aescapingbank of steamon account of a densesight, but

Thethe train. steambuilding near the he was unable to seetrack
locomotiveforty crossing.the Theextended some feet below


