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” publicto use. Untilgas property aof dedicated itsmanufacture
noIt furnishedin of textiles.engaged1932 it manufacturewas the

hadagreement under which itgas theplaintiff 1905,to the after and
rightof tothegas up to that a reservationsupplied time contained

inplantThe constructedsatisfy requirementsits first. steamown
plain-thewell as those of1911 own needs asserved the defendant’s

theagreedthe facts which warrantsnothingand is intiff, there
inin or re-leasing plant plaintiffin to 1932inference that the the

“obligationrecognized ansuming operations in 1935 defendantthe
public.”Company gas-consumingandLightto Gas theClaremont

presumedpublica “is neverpropertydedication of to serviceThe
43 Am. Jur. 572.intention.”unequivocalwithout evidence of

State,Whitcher v.192, 200;85 N. H.also, Nashua,See Wason v.
H. 412. No intention here disclosed.405,87 N. such is

negative.inanswered thequestion transferred for decision isThe

Petition dismissed.

All concurred.
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Sleeper, by brief,William plaintiffs.H. for the

Hughes (Mr.Burns& Walter A. orally),Calderwood for de-the
fendant.

plaintiff’sPer The proceeding westerlyCuriam. car andwas
easterly, plaintiff’sthe defendant’s thewhen rear inleft fender came

contact with the left plaintiff’sdefendant’s front fender. The car
rightthen to the going seventydeflected and after a of feet,distance

highhit a snowbank two or packed,three feet and not too hard
plowed pavement.where it had been back from Straddlingthe this

bank, plaintiff’s proceeded sixtycar throughthe feet the snowbank
up againstbrought poleand a with such force as to do considerable

frontdamage to of the car and tothe throw the driver forward onto
steering-wheelthe and bend it.

didpoint plaintiff applyAt no the Louie pave-his brakes. The
dry,ment ofwas clear snow and his brakes inand tire-treads were

condition,excellent and Ifdriving up-grade.he was he had applied
going twenty twenty-fivehis tobrakes while miles an hour, which
speed,he said was his a stophe would have come to hebefore

reached the as all the agree.witnessessnowbank,
Bureau, a the plaintiffs,Albert witness for had examined carthe

damages. eighteen yearsand testified as to the He had had ex-
perience in appraising cars. On cross-examination he testified that

plaintiff’s got good“the front end the a blow.” Hereal[of car]
going, opinion,was asked how fast the car was in his when it hit the

pole. plaintiffs’ objectionThe counsel stated he had no theto
“ifanswering question■witness’ this he has the science.” Upon

questioning qualification, appearedfurther for it that the witness
experience”of in examininghad had a “lot cars that had been in

accidents, good manyand had seen “a of In experi-them.” this
ofence, historyhe had more or the andlearned less circumstances

happened.under which the accidents The witness was then asked
give experienceto opinion,an based on his in other cases, as to the

speed itplaintiff’s pole. Upon objectionof the car when hit the
qualified answer, Presidingthat not tohe was the Justice found

Subject exception, permitted saythat he to thewas. witness was to
thirty-five fortythat inspeed, opinion,the his was to miles an hour.
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sayWe cannot that it was an abuse of discretion to find the wit­
withness, longa and aid toexperience, jury,wide could be of the
ifeven knowledge resisting powershe had no scientific as to the of

metal, and thougheven he did not see the accident and did not
examine the directlycar Co. v. Company,afterwards. Watkins

N. H. 476;88 v. 164, 166; DowlingWeiss N. H.91 v.Wasserman,
Company, 234,91 N. H. by having236. If the limitedwitness was
no engineering onlyknowledge, practical experience,but that went
merely weightto opinion.the of his v.Cedergren Hadaway, 91

H. 270,N. 271.
plaintiffs exceptedThe to the to “Itcharge,refusal would be

proper you bringfor to in Josephinea verdict for Freeman in this
although you mightcase not return a in favorverdict of her hus­

band, is, youthat if should find that partlyeach of the drivers were
at fault for the collision and Mrs. passenger.”Freeman was a There
was no evidence at all that Mrs. Freeman awas bailor of her car and
her bailee,husband the gratuitouswhile she was a mere -invitee of
her travelinghusband. She was in her own car. Since she had no

license,driver’s her husband was operating owner,it. As she had
powerfull to control present.her husband’s conduct while she was

Consequently negligence chargeablehis was to her. Niemi v. Rail­
road, 87 N. H. 1, 3; White, ante,v. 158.Tufts

Judgment on the verdicts.

Burque, J., did not sit.
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