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prior thecontingent 1940,to did not entitle ac-andand unvested
known, possibilitydisregard His was and theto it. interestcountant

ignored.couldnot so that it be Theit would vest was remotethat
byspecified will,it were theunder which should vestcircumstances

steps necessarythe to takeuponwas accountant theand burdenthe
upon fromif accounts were to be freeinterest decrees itsto bind this

Tilton, N. H.Hollis v. 90 119.attack. See
prevent guardianoperate to theorders of the CourtSo far as the

prior appelleeof forof accounts the theseeking re-examinationfrom
theypropriety Albert,determining paymentsthe of to arepurpose of

limiting the tried beorder issues to be should modi-Theerroneous.
appellee’sof accounts' for thatre-examination thepermitfied to

respects the stand.In all other orders shouldpurpose.

overruled;F.Exceptions George Theriaultof
part.A. inTheriault, guardian,Luella sustainedexceptionsof

All concurred.
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for theorally), plaintiff.(by brief andArthur ReinhartJ.

fororally),(Mr.Holland PerkinsEverett P.Perkins andJohn W.
the defendant.

of theis to refusalplaintiff’s exceptionfirst theBlandin, J. The
by theplan, allegedly preparedhim ato to introduceCourt allow

taking oftheyears previous toDepartment some tenHighwayState
of Marshaquestion, proposedwhich indicated relocationthe land in

the nearestrunning plaintiff’s land fromadjacent to theAvenue
planThefeetit now some three hundred distant.portion of which is

no offerWig. ed.), There was(3d3 Ev. ss. 790-794.was not verified.
agree thattoto when counsel for the defendant refusedmade do so

existed, nor wasplan” highway departmentof“proposed thesuch a
by theplan considerationanythere the was still underevidence

immaterial”department. The it as “too remote andCourt excluded
admissibility offair market value of land. Theto establish the the

of thedocumentary discretionthis was within the soundevidence
431, 432, andWilliams, 430,N. H.Judge.Trial Williams v. 87

cir-Considering all thecited; Ev.,J. s.S.,32 C. 624.authorities
speculativeincluding prooflack andthe of and the remotecumstances

and theappearscharacter of the evidence no abuse of discretion
234; Hunt v.exception Shattuck, N. H.Dowlingis overruled. v. 91

ishereCompany, 421,N. H. The situation424,94 and cases cited.
Railroad,distinguishableclearly from that in March v. Portsmouth

showed372, by plaintiff plan questionH. cited in19 N. the where the
must, orengineer roadaccording testimonythe “howto of the the

probably, Id.,will be constructed.” 376.
neighborhoodof relating propertyThe exclusion six to indeeds the

similarly onlynot theplaintiff’sbut located to land raisesthe also
thequestion recitingof the Court’s ofabuse discretion. Without
anyshowsayevidence it seems to that record tosufficient the fails

in propertyof testimony relatingabuse the exclusion to of othersales
v.not Eamesplaintiff.which were shown to be similar to of thethat

N.Corporation, 379, 383,85 H. 382, and cases cited.
plaintiff’s no questionsThe motion to set aside the verdict raises

by special exceptions (Sheanot Man-duringsaved the trial v.taken
chester, 547,N. H. no549, cited) grounds appearing89 andand cases

disturbingfor the isCourt’s of this motion orderdenial the

Judgment on the verdict.
All concurred.


