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(byLeonardJ. brief and orally), plaintiffs.Thomas for the

Booth,Starr, Wadleigh (Mr.Wyman, Langdell& WymanLouis E.
for the defendant.orally),

plaintiffsJohnston, The claim althoughJ. that Moulton was
quick judgmentwrong in his to todrive his left ofside Hollisthe

toroad, by negligenthe was induced do this partconduct on the of
Specifically it is saidthe defendant. that Nesmith toodrove far as

going onwere the Brookline road abruptlyif he and then turned to
right Hollisonto the road and that thushis he misled the driver of the

Chevrolet.
no supportis reliable evidence to testimonyThere this claim. The

justis asof Moulton consistent with an impressionerroneous of a
confused, inexperienced boy byunder an illusion caused the curve

faulty operationroad as it is with Well, byof the of the truck. “A.
speed going,of was inhe and of road, thoughtthe rate the middle the I

going to Brookline —it thoughhe was looked as goinghe was to
Brookline.” On cross-examination No,he said: “A. but it looked

going towas Brookline. ... A. Itlike he still looked itlike when he
nearer, testimonytoo.”got yearThe of the passenger,fourteen old

examination, justongiven unsatisfactory:direct is as thought“A. I
going Brookline,to so I anymore.it was didn’t watch it ... At first

though goingas it wasit looked down Brookline IStreet, and didn't
any more; againit then I looked coming rightwatch and it was for

Railroad, H. 91; Berquistus.” Boucher v. 76 N. Company,v. 91 N. H.
428.

Photographs byin plaintiffsintroduced evidence the show the
fortymarks of truck for at thirty Theytire the least or infeet its rear.

abruptnot an turn acrossmake the area of the intersection from a
leadingcourse to Brookline but the natural course of a pro-vehicle

ceeding to Hollis from Pepperell, forsave the last instant turn to the
right attemptoff road in anthe to avoid the collision. This last
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precede turnnot Moulton’sof followed and didturn the truckinstant
traveling. “Q. yourIhighway was call attentionof heto the theleft

Question, started to turnyour deposition.in ‘Youquestionto 190
right?’ Answer,to ‘Yes.’to turn hisyour he startedto left before

youQ. Yes,. . but were notA. Yes. .you that answer?Did make
going go passto the truck to Brookline andgoing stop; you letto were

righthisbe on hand side.”side? A. It wouldon its left handit
“Q. youinterrogated follows: Now think thiswas asAgain Moulton

only you? A.right it was fifteen feet fromits whentruck turned to
youat time hadn’t started to turnQ.that. And thataboutJust

Well, myI had wheels turned aleft, you?or had A.yourtoward
myI a toQ. A. had wheels turned littleto the left. What?little

right-handshown, on sidemarks, so far as are theleft.” tirethe The
contrary indisputablethe physicalIt to evidencehighway.of the is

by drivingargue negligent of the defen­that Moulton was misledto
forfrom a course to Brookline to oneabruptly changedthatdant

240; Lavigne Nelson, H.Mailhot,Brown v. 89 N. H. v. 91 N.Hollis.
Railroad,v.304; Dade 92 N. H. 294.

of to with thedutythe Nesmith avoid a collisionOf course it was
byhighwayin of the if thepathhis on the east side exerciseChevrolet

Mooney H.Chapdelaine,v. 90 N.of reasonable he could do so.care
was, accordingit toof came rest415. The center the sedan when to

signsome fromby plaintiffs, eightythe feet aintroducedevidence
plottriangular grass plot. southerly pointin The of waspost the the

ofpost. pointfromforty-eight and nine inches the said Thefeet
thirty-five ortwo was therefore somebetween the vehiclescollision

southerly southerly point plaintiffplot.of of the Theforty feet the
fiftythat he first the truck was aboutMoulton testified when saw he

trianglepointof and thennorth the of the that the truck wasfeet
seventy-five point.from saidone hundred and feet

savingpartwas no on of Nesmith to take actiondutyThere the
goingknew to invadeuntil he or should have known that Moulton was

oneasterly half of road. testified directthe the Hollis Moulton
regard turning: “Q. atpointto of his Andexamination with the

you right righttime the of the of road at thethat were to center the
gone or halffiftyintersection? A. Yes.” He had feet more than

was notice to Ne-pointthe distance to the of collision before there
precautions. Duringof noticesmith of need this same time before

conduct, mustemergency byof the Moulton’s the defendantcreated
to ofwayhave come on his half of his distance the scenemore than

thirty-five oraccident, seventy-fivethe one feet lesshundred and
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forty plaintiffThe testifieddriver that hefeet. when started to turn
only away. probablythe truck was fifteen feet This is an under-

certainly sixty-fivebut the defendant was less than feetestimate
placeaway from the of the collision when he should have known that

savingof Accordingneed action.there was to Moulton the truck
speed thirty-fiveofgoing perat a miles Itwas hour. could not rea-

sonably found that the defendant had necessarybe time for thought,
thoughtputtingfor the into action and for the action to take effect.

seconds,At most he had but one or two as diagon-the the sedan went
ally point of pathfrom the intersection across his of totravel the

thirty-five fortyorplace away.of the collision feet Britton v. Glass,
218; Hodsdon,Martin91 N. H. v. 93 N. H. 66.

negligent crossingof the highwayThe cause the accident was of the
easterly inexperiencedby boyto sidethe the of sixteen in paththe
approachingof truck. He testified “practicallythe that he was

ofstopped” commencingon the west side Hollis Hoad before his turn
negligenceHis consisted in waitingto the left. not it wasuntil known

leavingpursuewhat course the truck this positionwould before of
safety.

motions for directedThe defendant’s verdicts should have been
granted.

Judgments thefor defendant.

All concurred.
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