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FelixR. v. Wood.Ritson Dixon

automobiles, as to thecausingnegligence a of evidencecollisionIn ease for
damage is relevant.to one of the carsthe donenature and extent of

thatdriving automobiles,experience evidenceperson’sa inUpon ofthe issue
experiencehadmay that hean relevant to showhe in” old Ford be“traded

a certain sort.with cars of
exception the denialverdict, toany anto ais evidence sustainWhere there

questionpresentsagainst nothe evidenceof a to set it aside asmotion
of law.

for defendant.negligence. by jury and verdict theCase, for Trial
theagainst and evi-as the lawmotion set the asideA to verdict

Theexcepted.Sawyer, J., plaintiffand thebydenieddence was
opinion.are in theexceptionsother statedfacts and

orally), plaintiff.forKinney Hurd theHurd & {Mr.

orally, for the defendant.by brief andBarton,Jesse M.

to recoverbya one automobile driverPeaslee, J. This is suit
meeting ways.ofadamagefor done in a collision atof another

fault, carin or whichdisputea matter in which driver wasIt was
allowedSubject exception, defendant wasinto other. to theran the
tendingcar, asdamageof the to hisnature and extentto show the

There waslight upon accident occurred.some how theto throw
provedfactruling. follow causes. Theno error in this Results

Railroad, The extentH. 345.that in Lassone v. 66 N.is similar to
a deceasedby shop book ofdamageof the there shown thewas

closelyAlthough receptionthe the evidence waswheelwright. of
no eitherelaborately argued, suggestion,thereand wascontested

shoulddissentingor the evidencejustice, thatfrom counsel the
ground irrelevancy, whichofuponor could been excluded thehave

urged here.is
inexperiencedanplaintiffThe claimed that the defendant was

boughtthe defendantdriver, excepted to evidence that whenand
tendencyold fact hadcar traded in an Ford. This somehis he

auto-probably experiencehad withto the defendant hadshow that
significanceenoughit ofof a certain sort. wasmobiles Whether
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trial,to warrant its consideration in this for presiding justicewas the
to determine.

exceptionThe to of motionthe denial to theset verdict aside
against presents questionas evidence nothe of law.

Exceptions ovérruled.

Snow, J., absent: thewas others concurred.

)Sullivan,
3, .June 1924­

Eugene Beers, Davidson,E. v.Ap’ee, Paul Ex’r.

by municipal purposepropertyThe valuation of officials for the of taxation
introduced,cannot as of the actual of property,be evidence value the in

persons claiming rightscontroversies not under the taxbetween assessment.
plaintiff groundA motion for a verdict for “ondirected the the that isthere

claim,”no to hissubstantial evidence contradict awill be overruled where
contrary by theis warranted evidence.conclusion

Appeal, acceptancefrom reportProbate the of the of the com-
plaintiff’smissioner allowed by jurywho the claim. Trial and

evidence,verdict for the At close ofdefendant. the the the plain-
tiff "on groundmoved for a directed theverdict there is no substan-
tial evidence to contradict his claim.” The motion was denied
subject plaintiff’s Exceptionsto the exception. bywere taken the
plaintiff byto evidence introduced the defendant. The facts suffi-
ciently appear opinion. by Sawyer,in the Transferred J.

Henry (Mr.and Fred A. Jones orally),N. Hurd Hurd for the
plaintiff.

and (Mr.Francis Johnston M. Barton orally),W. Jesse Johnston
for the defendant.

Plummer, part November, 1917,The latter of plaintiffJ. the
Moulton,and tohis wife live with Dariuswent N. and December

24, 1917, farm,Moulton deeded to Mrs. Beers gavehis and she
mortgagehim a on supportingback conditioned him during his
August 14,life. diedHe 1921. At the time Beersthe went to live


