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purpose ofrepresentationupon made for thein reliance a falseOne who acts
damagesmay any lieinducing vary wMchof recoverMm to Ms line conduct

negligentlyor if it made.if the was fraudulent wassustains statement
duty the lawlegally wrongful whichit someConduct is when contravenes

parties.the relation theattaches to between

relating and salepurchaseto theCase, representationslor false
juryplaintiff. The wasby juryof a and for thefarm. Trial verdict

madeupon representationaperson“a falseinstructed that who acts
may re-varyinducingfor his line of conductpurposethe of him to

iffraudulent, orany damage if the statement wascover he sustains
J., de-by Young, on thenegligentlyit was made.” Transferred

charge namedexception of whichportionsfendant’s “to those the
negligence separateaas cause of action.”

Cooper orally), plaintiff.Snow & for theCooper (Mr.

(by orally),F. for the defendant.Clyde brief andKeefe

not anorMarble, question presented is whetherJ. The sole
Thismisrepresentation.negligentaction can maintained forbe

Cunningham v.question affirmativelywas answered in the case of
on435, of the authoritiesCompany, 74 N. H. and a further review

urgedunnecessary. thatsubject appearthe to But it iswould be
Cunningham personal injuries,an andthe case was action for is

granting,distinguishabletherefore from at hand. Oncethe case
however, damage uponreliancethat resulted from reasonablehas

liabilitymisstatement, whynegligent perceivea it is todifficult
upon injurydependshould be made to the nature of the sustained.

Bodily damage in ofharm an element of the casewas not
recovery thereCompany, 236,Maxwell Co. v. H. wasIce 80 N. and

torepresentations respectallowed for and false withnegligent
a sale.

jurisdiction negligentIn principlethis the is well established that
negligent may fault.words as well as deeds constitute actionable

Perkins, 11, 13,Benoit v. 79 H. and cases cited. The determin-N.
—ing parties.infactor is the same each case the relation of the

wrong-Railroad, 556,H.Garland v. 76 N. 565. Conduct becomes
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ful when it dutycontravenes some which the attaches to thatlaw
relation. ConwaySee Pease, 319,Bank v. 76 N. H. 324.

exceptionThe is overruled.
plaintiff.Judgment thefor

Snow, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

Coös,
3, 1925.Nov.

BrodyCharles v. John Gilbert.

statutory provisionThe requiring the driver of an andto slow downautomobile
give signal upon approaching any intersecting way,a aor or corner incurve
way, designed protectionis approachingfor the of antravelers on intersect-
ing way, or from a corner in thecurve or road where the obstructed.view is

protectionThe pedestrians high-statute is not crossingintended for the of the
way places, comply requirementsat other and as to them failure to thewith

negligence.of the statute is not actionable

Case, personalfor injuries by a the de-caused collision between
crossingplaintifffendant’s automobile and the the latterwhile was

Pleasant in Berlin. by jury plain-street Trial and verdict for the
tiff. by J.,Sawyer,Transferred upon exceptionthe defendant’s to
the charge.

(byOvideJ. Coulombe brief and orally), plaintiff.for the

Shurtleff, Hinkley (Mr.Oakes orally),& Oakes for the defendant.

Snow, street,J. running south,Pleasant north and crosses
rightMechanic angles. defendant, drivingstreet at The his car

southerly upon street, crossingPleasant hit plaintiffthe while that
point thirty-two southerlystreet on foot at a about of in-feet its

tersection with plaintiff’sMechanic street. The toevidence tended
show that the neither car nordefendant slowed down his sounded
his horn approaching intersection,on arequired by provisionthis as
of 1915, 129, (amending 1911, 133, 12), viz.,Laws c. s. 7 s.Laws c.
“Upon any intersecting wayapproaching or or in acurve corner
way, every person operating a motor vehicle shall slow down and
give timely bell, horn,signal signaling.”his or otherwith device for


