
486

Hillsbori
4, 1935June

MagnusonJ. Pratt v. Hazel M.Merle & a.

noGaffney, plaintiff,for the furnished brief.J.Frederick

Tolman, defendants,forOsgood Neil the furnished& and 0.Osgood
no brief.

grantingthedefendants were entitled to orderTheCuriam.Per
H.Company,of law. Farnum v. 69 N. 231.matterasthe motion

Exception overruled.

Hillsborough,
4, 1935.June

Rudolph v. Allan Sherwood.Schwotzer

AhernJohn v. Same.

Urick v. Same.John
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orally), for Schwotzer and Ahern.(byConnor brief andAloysius J.

Warren,John D. for Urick.

the(Mr. orally), forLucier & defendant.DowdDowd

of thewas abundant evidence defendant’sPer ThereCuriam.
Urick, in emergency,fact that the turned hisnegligence. The mere

recovery. Lisbon, N. H.preclude v. 52car to left did Galethe not
H.Company, 156,84 N. 159.174, Reed v. He180, 181. See also

road, turningof and in to leftrighta a reasonable use the thehad to
right-car.pass the defendant’sattempting to Havinghe was not

helpedmerely because hefully did, he was not hablewhat hedone
dangerous others as well as himself.toto create a situation

necessarily failing jumpfault fromplaintiffs at for toNor thewere
gettryingwas his to itcar and Urick bestthe car. The was stalled
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a sedan,It was plaintiffsstarted. two-door and the other onwere
requireddue carethe rear seat. What under the circumstances was

essentially questiona Railroad, 454,of fact. Folsom v. 68 N. H. 460.
unnecessaryThis conclusion makes it to consider the defendant’s

that plaintiffscontention the cannot therecover under doctrine of
exceptionthe clear chance. No to oflast the submission that issue

was taken.

Judgments on the verdicts.

Grafton, /
4,1935.)June

J. v.Harding,Clark Adm’r S. Hewes.Alice

Harryv.Same D. Webb.

Wright (by orally), plaintiff.and theFred brief forS.

and(by orally),Frank brief for Alice S. Hewes.S. Williams

Cronin, Harry Webb,D.F. for furnished no brief.John

voluntarily paidmoneyThe law is well settled thatPer Curiam.
Bank,of cannot Keazar v. 75a mistake law be recovered.under

Clough 222,N.280, cited; Railroad,and 77 H.278, cases v.N. H.
Contracts, 1564.(2d s.Page, ed.)251;

theJudgments defendants.for


