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any duringof theliving premises partat for the timethehad been
immediately preceding the the Ib. Thefire, is issue.”thirty days

plaintiff required of issue to thetestimony the submission thisof the
argues ‘occupancy’“the means adefendant that termThejury.

purposes occupancypremises for the intended anduse of thepractical
measurably vigilancethe and care that would be incidentlessensthat

occupancy meaningthepurpose, is not an withinuse for suchitsto
This is withemployed.”it is contention inconsistentterm astheof

Inmerit. accordanceand is otherwise withoutabove decisionthe
defendant, muststipulation the there bethe ofwith

plaintiff.theJudgment for
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experience ofand the witness entitledCuriam. The businessPer
he familiar withfind as reasonable inference that wascourt to athe

of trucks of all sizes and both new andvalue automobilemarketthe
is thatcontention, however,chief the wit-The defendant’sused.

before, especially after,plaintiff’shad the truck andnot seenness
hypothetical questionsThe the witness assumedaskedaccident.the
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damagenature of theanddescription of the and of the extenta truck
not to be said asby the evidence. It isto it which were warranted

acci­of value theopinion of the lossa matter of law that a reliable
althoughdescription, thefrom suchdent caused could not be formed

inspectionIf theinspected truck.personallyhad thewitness not
inspectiontestimony weight, yetwith morewould have credited the

weight. The conclu­ofrequired as a condition somewas not here
findingdueessentially fact, and theone ofsion of the witness was

of some aid tomightthat it bespecial qualificationthat he had so
Smith, 71 N. H.Harris v.to admit it.jurythe authorized the court

330, 332.

the verdict.onJudgment

Page, J., was absent.
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ministrator.

inshould be thewrongly ItPer Curiam. The case is entitled.
appelant against the decedent’sthe as thename of administrator

appelees.heirs as the
exception presents question of law.The no

overruled.Exception
Page, J., was absent.


