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(of Maine),and Bramson for the plaintiffs,Arthur E. Sewall Udell
no brief.furnished

(Mr. orally),Murchie & Blandin Alexander Murchie forMurchie,
the defendants.

a plaintiffs,In the of brief for the weBranch, J. absence have
knowing upon exceptions placed.ofwhich their reliance isno means of

carefully examined, however, andhas been suchThe whole record
tomight thoughtbe have a substantial basis areexceptions as here-

considered.inafter
of motions forexceptions to the denial the directed verdictsThe

they mayexcept uponso farplaintiffs,the as have restedin favor of
invalidity Young’s isalleged license,of which hereinafter con-the

consideration. was asidered, sharpnot merit extended Theredo
to the of bothtestimonyin as conduct drivers and thetheconflict

contributory negligencefault and thequestions of the defendants’ of
driver, obviously jury.forwere thethe other

plaintiff Cutler, testifyingE. asof the Katherine todaughterA
injuries, stated that “she had a littleextent of her mother’s more.the

Subject plaintiffs’hascourage one time than she now.” to theat
testimonythisthat be stricken fromexception court ordered thethe.

ruling appearsis not stated and it tobasis for this berecord. The
Obviously, however, the hadwitness’ statement referenceerroneous.

and in ofquestion damagesof the verdict favor theonly to the de-
jury question.that the never reached this Theindicatesfendants

regarded the excep-if must be as harmless anderror, any, therefore
istion overruled.
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Courtemarche, a witnessof oneDuring cross-examinationthe
given bymade to a statementby plaintiffs,called reference wasthe

plaintiffshim Thereafter the offereddaysthree after the accident.
agent of theto was made to anto show that the referredstatement

the car. This offercompany which insured defendant’sinsurance
excepted. rulingThe wasrejected plaintiffstheproofof was and

isexception procedureis overruled. “The correctcorrect and the
Piechuck v.to at these trials.”to exclude all reference insurance

Magusiak, 429,N. H.82 431.
appearadmission of evidenceexceptionsPlaintiffs’ other to the

orspecificnot invite statement discussion.to be without merit and do
jury theDuring argument of defendants’ counsel to thethe fob-­

Young?Why they suing Mr.lowing occurred: “Mr. Murchie: are
agent; he wasyou why.I was his mother’swill tell William Cutler

negligence responsible;driving errand;her for his she iscar on her
negligencein hernegligencehis a matter of law this case is ownas

For hischarge you. sue him ....and the court will She cannotso
cannotnegligence responsible the law and therefore sheshe is under

why they from Berlinagentsue her own that is are down hereand
exceptYoung. Colby: objectMr. I andtrying get moneyto from Mr.

argument. Exception for theto that The Court: noted.” Counsel
argumentforegoing asattemptdefendants do not now to defend the

excep­not that thelaw,a correct statement of the but it does follow
Assumingtion to that the courtits allowance must be sustained.

exception “yet itargument by noting thereto,the wassanctioned the
harmless.”respectirrelevant in to the decided and henceissues

Higgins Carroll, 312,v. N. H. and cases cited. For this reason86 316
exceptionthe is overruled.

during argument of defend-exceptionsPlaintiffs’ taken theother
andappearants’ but to be without meritcounsel have been examined

are therefore overruled.
Young heldappeared althoughIt in the defendantevidence that

vehicles, not atHampshire operatea New to motor he hadlicense
margin of thesignatureof his on thethe time the accident indorsed

s. to this factprovided by 101,license as P. c. 6. With referenceL.,
charge jury “his licenseplaintiffs requestedthe the court to the that

wrongdoerYoungnot awas valid” and that “the defendant was
inguilty plaintiffsof a statute and theand of the causal violation

therecover, youunless further find thatthese actions are entitled to
guilty contributory negligenceof whichplaintiff William Cutler was

requestplaintiffs’ injuries.”or Thiscaused contributed to cause the
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charged jurythe inand the court accordance with de-was denied
request Youngfollows: failure of Mr. to2,number as “Thefendants’

statutorymargin of his is not suchsignaturehis on the licenseindorse
plaintiffs advantage proceed-take of it in thisthat the canviolation

plaintiffs’correct and thethink that this instruction wasing.” We
requestof must therefore be overruled.exception to the denial their
obviously sought anrequest plaintiffs to secure exten­By this the

Railroad,in v. 83 N. H. 350.the rule laid down Johnson Wesion of
in to indicate our belief that “thehave other cases had occasion

goes verge Company,of the Bowdlerv.case to the law.”Johnson
givedisposedwe are to it further extension. Noneante, 68; and not

inupon case in supportwhich relied the Johnsonof the reasons were
of wasthe violation the statute causal areof the conclusion that

prescribedIn the defendant had “taken thepresent here. this case
(Johnsonin v.advance,” Railroad,tomethod establish his fitness

qualified by proper authoritythe360) and foundsupra, had been
highways of this state. Hisoperate motor vehicles on the failureto

paperpiecename of which evidenceduponto his the this find­write
qualificationsto his andsignificancewithout as cannoting, was

ofany part legalof the cause thefound to have been collision.be
charge jurytheplaintiffs requestedalso court to the withThe

portion providesthat law of road whichto of the the thatreference
highwayperson traveling a with a vehicle is“If a on informed that
like manner in the same directionperson travelinganother in desires

right of ofpass him, parthe shall to the the center theto turn traveled
if room on that side to enableroad,of the there is sufficient him to

wilfullysafety, passagenot thedo so with and shall obstruct of the
90,other side of the road.” P.upon L.,rear team or vehicle the c.

testimony2. in this case failed to disclose a situation tos. The
applicable plaintiffs’ requestthe above was and thewhich statute

properlytherefore denied.was
chargeseasonably requested jurythe court toplaintiffsThe the

emergency.into rule of conduct an The sub-with reference the
inrequest charge, coupledstance of this was embodied the with a

qualification requested by emergencythe defendant that if the was
M.by negligence of Cutler then neither he norcaused the William

qualification was, course,ofhis mother could recover. The neces-
emergencysary completeto a of the doctrine. Frost v.statement

charge upon pointH. this wasStevens,88 N. 164. The correct and
granting requestexception is,the of defendants’plaintiffs’the to

therefore, overruled.
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speed statute wererequests regarding the effect of thePlaintiffs’
tocharge equally favorablebycovered in substance the in a form

plaintiffs.the
thatrequest you“If find thePlaintiffs’ number 3 was as follows:

leftYoung’s attempt to cross to thesole cause of this accident was
ascertaining or not the Cutlerside of the road without first whether

for theyou a verdictpass him,car was to must returnattempting
assumption thatrequest uponplaintiffs.” obviouslyThis rested the

might at-Young him and beknew that the Cutler car was behind
left. This as-tempting pass he turned to theto at the time when

for this reason thesumption supportfinds no in the evidence and
request, sound, properlyif denied.otherwise was

recordmay of thesummary,In it be said that a careful examination
juryof the anddisturbingno reason for the conclusionsdiscloses

many why theyreasons should be sustained.

on the verdicts.Judgments

All concurred.
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