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descriptive Soucy,v.statutoryof a violation are included. State
in caserequirements97 N. H. 233. Since these have been met this

the order is

Exception overruled.

All concurred.
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Sleeper Mullavey Sleeper& orally), plaintiffs.for the[Mr.
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ErrolHincheyE. S.Bryant,& Robert andBurns, Calderwood
(Mr. Hinchey for the defendant.orally),Hall

is the nonsuitsissue before us wereBlandin, singleJ. The
presentedmeagerness byof the evidencegranted. Theproperly

it oneansweringthequestion makes task ofplaintiffsthe on this
construing factsHowever,court. theanyforgreat difficultyof

infer-drawing all reasonableplaintiffto andfavorablymost the
(Leonard v.required under lawthem as we are to do ourences from

appearsH. it the could find asManchester, 115), jury96 N.
French, travelingplaintiff driver, R. south-MarjoryThefollows:

stopped lengthcar fromRoad,the Falls about aerly on Salmon
stoppedFrom where sheways.intersection and boththe looke4

in for a of 250 to 300 feetshe could see either direction distance
ornothing coming. proceededShe then at about two threeand saw

waythe intersection and was over half acrossmiles an hour into
point,22 at this when202,Route which is about feet wide the

rightthe rear her car. Indefendant’s truck crashed into side of
snowing slippery,addition to the fact that it was and she was

engaged lookingstruck inunfamiliar with road and when wasthe
up path diagonallyand the railroad track which crossed herdown

right.from behind her on the left ahead of her on the Asto
plainher in sight anyone ap-she crossed Route 202 car was of

proaching the intersection and was entitled to believe thatshe other
comingdrivers toward her would ordinaryuse care. See O’Brien v.

Company, 79,Public N. H.Service 95 81. It is true there was a
sign the requiring stopon Salmon Falls Road her andto also that
the the right L.,defendant had of virtue of R. c.way by 90, pt.
20, 3,s. by 1945, 188, providedas inserted Laws c. the vehicles were
arriving at the intersection “at approximately the same instant.”
However, having reached the crossroad first stopped, looked,she

noseeing coming,and she could reasonably mightone assume she
(seego on Beaule v. Weeks, 453, 457, 458),95 N. H. since there

appeared danger any Royno of Levy,collision. v. In97 N. H. 36.
these circumstances believe plaintiffwe that neither the driver nor

passenger,her of (Hoenwhom less watchfulness requiredwould be
Haines, 36),v. 85 N. H. must be found guilty of contributory

negligence as a matter of law.
Regarding the defendant’s negligence, jurythe could believe, as

police officer,he admitted theto that he was “going toward East
Rochester on Route 202 (emphasisRochester” supplied), andfrom
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drivewaydid not enter from a side road ortherefore Route 202
in in theresuggested argument,near the intersection as was if fact

any They plaintiffwas side road there. could find that thesuch
thirty stopped, lengthwent about feet from where she a car or

pointtheintersection,some fourteen to fifteen feet from the to
struck. could thennearly Theyacross Route 202 where she was

toduring most, all, approximatelyconclude that if not of the seven
goten it her distance at two threeseconds which took to this or

hour, plainmiles an she was in view of the defendant while he
three hundred feettraveled for toward her. There was also evidence

plaintiff approachingthat he saw the before she entered the inter-
ample time,section. This should have afforded him hehad been

exercising ordinary care, slightto have slowed down or made a turn,
either theof which would have avoided accident. It thatfollows the

the grantednonsuits in all cases were and thatimproperly there
must be

New trials.

All concurred.

Belknap,
No. 4282.

GeorgeState v. C. Stafford & Inc.Sons,

Argued 3,March 1954.

May 27,Decided 1954.


