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Hillsborough,
3624.No.23, 1946.Dec.

Exchange.Grigas v. Merrimack Farmers’Valentis

noVelishka, plaintiff,for the furnished brief.0.Leonard

Wadleigh Langdell (William Starr,& J. Jr.Booth,Starr,Wyman,
the defendant.orally), for

18,happened December 1942. ThereBurque, The accidentJ.
ground.on Plaintiff hadof snow the orderedeight or ten incheswas

defendant, employeeits was in act ofand the deliver-from thegrain
drivewaybuildings privateawere reached overing Plaintiff’sit.

highway plaintiff’s premises.over Thethe mainfromwhich led
plowed nor and defendant’s truck hadnotdriveway openedhad been

through snow, uphill plaintiff’suntil it reached theway theitsplowto
slight past plaintiff’sknoll and a incline theayard there waswhere

pro-onDefendant’s truck had chains and wasbarn.to hishouse
per operatormiles hour. As thespeed of about fiveceeding at a

plaintiff’s yard appliedin his brakes and thedown heto slowstarted
snow,ice, was underneath for about tenon which theslid sometruck

operator road,plaintiff’shit house. The knew thefeet, andto fifteen
duringmany times the course of agrain there beforehaving delivered

ice,day of the accident. He could not see the andtoyear prior the
any appliedwarning was there until after he his brakes.uo therehad

up grain.to to the Duein to back the barn deliverthis orderHe did
on afallen,of snow that had defendant’s driver hadamountto the

had tofive-ton load.. He would have back theheavy, approximately
go highwaymainturn around and back to the whichas he did totruck

driveway came to andistant,one-half as the enda mile andwas about
way always done.buildings. This is the he hadat the
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says hisexcept plaintiffthatundisputed,areThe above facts
highway insteadmile from the mainthree-quarters of abuildings are

by the defendant.mile as claimedof a one-halfone and
negligenceofnot iotasayingin there was onerightThe wasCourt

inby plaintiff, appearsthe asonly negligence claimedshown. The
stopped dis-sometruck should haverecord, is defendant’sthe that

theground,on from wherebuildings, levelaway from thetance
aboutgrain. appearsit would beThishave thedriver could delivered

already appears,it the defendantyards away. asone Buthundred
gobuildings to turn around andto to thewould still have had drive

back to the main road.
the snow.of accident was ice underIt is that cause the theclear the

chargedplaintiff’s premises, and defendant cannot beThis onwas
plaintiff according to hishimself,knowledge of condition whichwith a

know-of defendant had notestimony, existed and whichown knew
to haveledge. nothing in case indicate shouldThere is the defendant

knowledge of of ice thepresencehad the under snow.
byplain skiddinga case of causedWe confronted withare therefore
oflawdefendant,no of and it has been thenegligence parton thethe

skidding inCote, 167, 169,86 N. H. thatthis Burns v.state ever since
operatoron the ofitself, partof when not due to carelessness theand

negligence.ofautomobile,of an notis evidence

Judgment for defendant.

All concurred.

Hillsborough,
No. 3628.23,Dec. 1946.

v.James Poulicakos Katina Poulicakos.


