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employeeemployer accepted provisions 1911, 163,If an c. thehas the of Laws
service, knewdangers,the of the of which he eitherassumes risk all incident to

ordinaryor would if care.have known he had exercised

plaintiff.Case, negligence.for for theby juryTrial and verdict
plaintiff from the onby splinterThe a came sawinjuredwas which

J.,Branch,striking bywhich eye.he worked him the Transferredin
theSeptember superiorfrom on defend-term, 1920,the of the court

exceptionants’ to their motion for a directed verdict.the denial of
in opinion.The to the theevidence relevant motion is stated

Cyprien Doyle Doyle, plaintiff.BelangerJ. & for theand

Taggart, Tuttle, Wyman Starr, thefor defendants.&

theYoung, heplaintiffJ. that examinedThe testified when
accident, heimmediatelyon themachine he afterwhich worked

doesguard twisted;found but that factthat the back of the saw was
werehelp him,not that the defendantsfor it cannot be found either

in in,fault for the it that its condition contributedcondition was or
any wayin injury.to cause his

fullplaintiffThe that found the blower-box wasalso testified he
lowerof a encloses theY-shapedwaste. box whichThe isblower-box

thehalf of the falls into this box andThe the saw makessaw. waste
theprove thatonly tendingfan carries toaway.it The evidence

plaintiff’skeepfailure of the free of caused thethe fan to box waste
from “blowerinjury, testimony splinteris that the came thehis

clear, butsystem.” byis intended that statement is notJust what
haveit is it intended that the accident would notbyassumed that is

thehappened the fan to the frombut for the failure of remove waste
blower-box.

—■splinter notplaintiffThe testified that he saw the leave the saw
fromsplinterhe the cameblower-box; consequently,the when said

stating knew, givingsystem”the he not he but“blower was what
splinter words, heopinion to from. In otherhis as the camewhere

testifying expert, but as he never knew of instancewas as an another
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of the failure of keepa fan to the free waste,blower-box from his
opinion as to splinterwhere the fromcame will not sustain the ver-
dict, for all the evidence in the case tois the effect that the failure of
a fan to remove the waste has no effect on the saw until the waste
comes it;in that happens,contact with and when that the saw throws

way.the out partwaste of the As the of the saw in thewhich was
turning awayblower-box plaintiff is, say least,was from the it to the

probableas saw,that when the waste came in itcontact with the
away from,threw the waste as that it it toward, plaintiff.threw the

If, however, it is the happenedassumed that accident not havewould
keptif the had helpfan the free waste,blower-box from it notdoes

the plaintiff, for there is no fromevidence it be foundwhich can
that the indefendants were fault for the failure Allof the fan.
that appears is thethat snow on the roof theof mill melted and
that throughthe came the droppedwater roof and on the belt which
drove fanthe and caused to slip.it

longis existed,There no evidence as to how that hadcondition
or as to anticipated guardedwhether it should have against.been and

nothing wayIn fact there is to show that the anydefendants were in
in fault for the failure of fan. question, therefore,the The whether
the verdict,fact the failedblower to work will sustain the resolves
itself the question oughtinto thewhether defendants to have told

plaintiff mightthe happen,that for since the accepteddefendants had
provisionsthe of c.1911, 163, plaintiffLaws the must be held to have

dangersassumed the all employmentrisk of the the heof of which
knew, known,either or he ordinarywould have if had forused care

safety. Cassidyhis Company, words,own v. 79 N. H. 427. In other
although dutyit is employer notifythe of an to inexperienced em-
ployees dangersof all the employmentof the of which he either knows
or would have if ordinary safety,known he had used care theirfor
the only duty employer,an accepted provisionswho has the c.of
163, experienced employees,owes to notifyis them theof unusual

extraordinary dangersor of the service. As all the evidence in this
provecase tends to that a ordinarythe failure of is theblower one of

employment,risks of the it cannot be found thethat defendants were
notifying plaintiffin fault for not ofthe it.

is respectWhat true to notifyin the defendants’ failure theto
plaintiff mightthat the fan fail to remove the thewaste from blower-
box, notifyis also true of their anythingfailure to him that if came
in upper mightcontact with the half of the injured,saw he be for he
had years’ experiencehad fifteen a allsawyer,as and the evidence
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way is ofin onebeing thatprove injuredthat the risk oftotends
employment.of theordinarythe risks

sustained.Exception

All concurred.

Hillsborough,
6, 1921.Dec.

Company v. Nashua.Pollard Auto

expenditures police limited under Lawsof Nashua areof the commissionThe
by148, appropriated the1891, 208, 8; 1913,c. c. s. 4 to the amounts. Laws

city policeexcept respect compensation of officers.councils, in to the
necessary expensesduty money paycity provide to allIt the tois of the councils

necessaryexpensepolice is adepartment, anof the the decision whetherbut
councils, compensation policeexcept of officers.asone rests the to thewith

on behalfof orderedAssumpsit, priceto recover the an automobile
forcity by juryTrial and verdictpoliceof the its commission.by

plaintiff.the
citybymade thepurpose had beenappropriationNo for this
notwasgovernment, approved byand the the commissionbill
bycity government orapproved committee of theby the finance

making thegoodin inthe The acted faithmayor. commission
depart-be in theirpurchase, the automobile to usedand have caused

foundthey juryit above stated. Thement since contracted for as
theequipment forreasonably necessary piecethat the a ofcar was

police force.
excep-todenied, subjectaThe defendant’s motion for nonsuit was
term,Januaryby Branch, J., case from thetion who transferred the

1921, superiorof the court.

plaintiff.Ivory (by orally),C. brief for theEaton and

CobleighLeonard, CobleighA. and &BurqueThomas IlenriJ.
(Mr. orally), defendant.CobleighMarshall D. for the

creating policea commission for NashuaPeaslee, J. The act
expended for the main-provides in terms that “the total amount

appro-amountpoliceof force at no time exceed thetenance shallsaid
1891, 208,c.purpose by cityfor the councils.” Lawspriated that


