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Hillsborough,
3,Nov. 1931.

Adm’r, v.Doyle, J. G. Lacroix & a.Robert J.

(Mr. Doyle orally), plaintiff.for thePaul J.DoyleDoyle &

(Mr. orally),O’Connor&Joyce and Saidel Saidel forAnthonyW.
the defendants.

provetended toMarble, plaintiff’sThe evidence theJ. follow-
ing facts:

Sirois, plaintiff’s intestate, engagedmother of thetheAuroreMrs.
lay on certain floors in her home.to linoleum Onethe defendants

defendants, Moreau, helper, per-of hisemployee the andNault, an
coveringThey had the andfinished floors wereformed this work.

shopthe when Mrs. Sirois informed them that shereturn toabout to
makingWhile re-thresholds covered also. thisto have thewished

the with the child in her Asstanding in kitchen arms.quest she was
getstepped adjoininginto the room to the lino-MoreauNault and

peelplaced beganthe on the floor her and toleum, child besideshe
at thepotatoes sink.
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linoleum, placedof it on end nearThe a new rollmen returned with
strip; then,floor, requiredand cut off thethe middle of the kitchen
of doorproceeded to the sill theposition,in coverleaving the roll that

turnedthe Their wereopening kitchen into hall. backsfrom the
theythe as worked.toward kitchen

might falldanger the rollthere thatNault understood that was
on“around thereif he had noticed the childover, and admitted that

standingrolland left thathave walked offthe floor” he “wouldn’t
oughtor to havehe either knewon found thatend.” It could be

there.that the child wasknown
insuffi-the evidence iscontend thatIn their the defendantsbrief
by theplaintiff’s intestate was killeda that thejustify findingcient to

however, contentionargument, thisfalling During oralof the roll.
was abandoned.

recoverynothat there can beargument•Equally is theuntenable
scopeoutside theactingwascoveringin the thresholdsbecause Nault

nobodyfordo ithe “We don’temployment.of While testified:his
undisputed did askit,” it is that Mrs. Siroistheywhen don’t forask

complied with,requestcovered, that her wasthat bethe thresholds
work done.in full for theaccepted payhaveand that the defendants

that of Mrs.testimony variance withwas atThe fact that Nault’s
the todid not entitle defendantsnearly matters in issueSirois on all

398; Barrett v.81 N. H.Company,a Duncan v.directed verdict.
Company, ante, 33, 34.

of thecorrectly negligencethat theruledpresiding justiceThe
carefullysubject isto the child. Theimputednotmother could be

that case has beenRailway, 352,N. H. andv. 70considered in Warren
N.Railroad, 82 H.in v.consistently followed this state. Williams

253, 254, cited.and cases
Nault testified thatset aside.the verdict must beNevertheless

during all thebaby sick,” and that“the wasMrs. Sirois told him
observed, child wasthere, far had theworking so as hehe wastime

unequivocallyor arms. He statedin in his sister'seither his mother’s
baby“the andcutting stripthe for the thresholdthat while he was

that thetestifiedin the other room." Mrs. Siroislittle weresister
her. cross-examination she wasthen on floor beside Onchild was the

entirelyyou to blame foranyone that wereyou“Did everasked: tell
this accident?”

whereupon “I will offerexcluded, counsel said:wasquestionThe
onimputing negligence, questionbut thequestion ofnot on theit...

goingI am to show she told otherveracity of witness ...of the the
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inaccident, they wereandentirely to blame for thepeople wasshe
veracity.”ofpurely questionon theIt offeredway isno to blame.

any-plaintiff,the andis is not“The trouble sheThe court ruled:
Iplaintiffthe ... As under-cannot bindthing might have saidshe

to attackany on collateral mattersquestionsit, you cannot askstand
anyone’s veracity.”

testimony, thejuryIf the believed Mrs. Sirois’This error.was
Any offault. statementsolely to the defendant’saccident duewas

witness, and itto her as acontrary would tend discredithers to the
of thison mattersrepeatedly that cross-examinationhas been held

220,Travis, 82 N. H. andv.may properlykind allowed. Statebe
Railway, 190, 195;N. H. Stateson v. 83cases cited. See also Master­

433,H. 435.Hersom,v. 84 N.
remaining excep-unnecessary theit to considerThis result makes

tions.

trial.New

All concurred.

Rockingham,
1,Dec. 1931.

v. Helen E. Turner.Albert P. Turner

petitioner.theEmery, forSamuel W.

wanting. adoptionis In of common-lawAllen, J. Jurisdiction
residence, ifequity domicile,the not theprinciples requireofcourts

annulmentpartiesof for of anat least one of the the maintenance suit.
Eq. 89; Rinaldi, Eq.N. J. 94 J.Avakian,Avakian v. 69 Rinaldi v. N.


