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Duggan, Graves,plaintiff, appeals ruling byJ. The Catrina a the
J.) defendant,Superior grantingCourt the Franklin L.(.Hampsey,

Estabrook’s, inflictioncomplaintmotion to her for negligentdismiss of
emotional because Gravesargueddistress. Estabook that was not related

decedent, fiancée,or toby marriage onlyblood the but was the decedent’s
she cannot recover for infliction ofnegligent emotional distress. We
reverse and remand.

relyWe the facts Graves. In aupon pled by reviewing motion to dismiss
upon may granted,for failure to state a claim reliefwhich be we assume

bythe truth of all facts the and allalleged plaintiff construe reasonable
Minuteman,lightin theinferences most favorable to her. LLC v.

(2002).634,147 N.H. IfCorp., 636 the facts do not constitute aMicrosoft
relief,legal upholdbasis for we will the ofgranting the motion to dismiss.

Id.
Graves was engaged to Brett A. Ennis and had lived with him for

years. 23, 2000,seven Onapproximately September Ennis was riding his
motorcycle while Graves followed him in aimmediately behind car. At an
intersection, yieldEstabrook’s vehicle failed to at stop signa and collided

on,with Ennis. As Graves looked Ennis over theflipped hood of
Estabrook’s car and on pavement.landed the immediatelyGraves stopped
her car and to ofran the aid her flaneé. She saw comingblood from his
mouth and tosignificant trauma his head. She followed the ambulance that
transported her hospital, stayedflaneé to the by his side while he was

treated,being and attempted to comfort his andparents son. Ennis died
the next day. Graves that aalleges as result of witnessing the collision and

flaneé,of her shock,death she suffered severe painmental and emotional
distress.

The issue before us is whether a plaintiff who lived with and was
engaged marryto the maydecedent recover for negligent infliction of
emotional distress. We hold that she may damagesrecover for emotional
distress as a result of thewitnessing collision.

of theMany recognizefirst States to bystander forliability negligent
ofinfliction emotional distress limited scope byits theapplying “physical

test,”impact without considering foreseeability. See Consolidated Rail
Gottshall, 532,v.Corp. (1994).512 U.S. 546-47 Under the physical impact

test, plaintiffthe must have sustained a physical impact, no matter how
slight, in toorder recover. Id. New Hampshire adoptednever the physical
impact test but instead followed the of danger Merrill,zone rule. Corso v.

647, (1979);119 N.H. 650 Jelly LaFlamme,v. (1968);108 N.H. 471 Cote v.
Litawa, (1950).96 N.H. 174 We followed this rule because we were
concerned “we exposethat would a defendant to liability that extended far
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That ruleCorso, permitted119 N.H. at 653.hisbeyond culpability.”
dangera ofwithin zoneonly bystander physicalwhen the wasrecovery

See 108 N.H. 471.Jelly,defendant’sby negligence.created the
Corso, N.H.Corso, however, the rule. 119rejected dangerwe zone ofIn

ofInstead, analysisthe traditional negligencewe appliedat 658.
isliabilityfear of unlimited a“[a]lthoughthatforeseeability and concluded

weighed againstmust be aconcern, think that this concernvalid we now
byis caused defendant’sinjury directlyemotional thatplaintiffs serious

at 653.negligence.” Id.
is that todayfrom mental distress an interest isthat “freedomWe held
whether a defendant coulddecidingand that inworthy legal protection”of

approach isliable, key negligenceto a traditionalapplying“[t]hebe held
651-52; Davis,v. 300foreseeability.” Id. at see Barnhillthe doctrine of

(Nev.(Iowa Eaton, 1370,104, 1981); P.2d 1375State v. 710N.W.2d 107
(all(Conn. 1996)852,1985); Bachelor, citingn. 11v. 675 A.2d 862Clohessy

approval).withapproachCorso’straditional

in v. 441 P.2d 912Legg,the test first enunciated DillonWe adopted
(Cal. 1968), set forth three factorsSupremewhich the California Courtin

reasonably to ainjurydefendant should foreseedetermining whether afor
bystander:

(1) of the accident aswas located near the sceneplaintiffWhether
(2)it.a fromawaywith one who was distancecontrasted

uponimpactfrom a direct emotionalthe shock resultedWhether
and observance ofsensory contemporaneousfrom theplaintiff

accident, learningwith of the accident fromas contrastedthe
(3) the victimplaintiffoccurrence. Whether andothers after its

ofrelated, anywith an absenceclosely as contrastedwere
relationship.of a distantpresence onlyor therelationship

arenoted that these three factors441 P.2d at 920. DillonLegg,Dillon v.
courts,that on a case-to-case“contemplateGnot a framework butrigid

circumstances, the manbasis, ordinarywill decide whatanalyzing all the
foreseen.” at 921.reasonablyshould have Id.under such circumstances

Thethe of Dillon’s third factor.scopeThis us examinerequirescase to
Supremeto follow the Californiathat we should continuearguesdefendant

Sheldon, 758in Elden v. P.2d 582subsequent holdingitsadoptCourt and
1988). not(Cal. There, held that unmarried cohabitants arethe court

emotionalfor infliction ofnegligentand cannot recover“closely related”
See Ferrettihave the same rule.adoptedId. at 588. Other courtsdistress.

(Fla. 1987); Cityv.Weber, App.Dist. Ct. Sollars513 So. 2d 1333v. of
(D.N.M. 1992); Rodriguez,v.360, 363 HastieAlbuquerque, Supp.794 F.
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(Tex. 1986).675, Annotation,716 App. generallyS.W.2d 676 See
Between AndRelationship Affecting RightVictim AsPlaintiff-Witness

To Recover Under State Law For Negligent EmotionalInfliction Of
To WitnessingDistress Due ToInjury BystanderAnother Where

Is Not 98Family,Member Victim’s Immediate A.L.R.5THPlaintiff Of
(2002); Note,609 All A Graphical ReasoningIt’s Relative: ForModel

Liberalizing ForRecovery Negligent Emotional DistressInfliction Of
913, (1996)Beyond The Immediate 30 VAL. U. L. REV.Family, 917

[hereinafter cited as Note].
noted theby Jersey SupremeAs New in v. 642Dunphy Gregor,Court

(N.J.372, 1994),A.2d 375 “the inSupreme[California Elden wasCourt]
reacting to ofexperiencethe the California with bystandercourts liability

Dillon,under the Dillon standard.” After California courts had
instance,significantly expanded the ofscope bystander liability. For the

hadsupreme plaintiffcourt held that a need visually perceivenot the
Graham, 1022, 1031(Cal.to the thirdinjury party. See Krouse v. 562 P.2d

1977). Other California courts had that arrivingheld soon after the
to See,accident was sufficient the twosatisfy prongsfirst of Dillon. e.g.,

Cruz,Super. 657,Ct. In And For Cal.Cty. Santa 145 Rptr.Nazaroff v. Of
(Ct. 1978); Braverman, (Ct.664 App. Archibald v. Rptr.79 Cal. 723 App.

1969).The broadlycourts had also interpreted the related”“closely factor.
See Cal.,Mobaldi v. Board Regents University 720,127 Cal. Rptr.of of of

(Ct. 1976);726-27 seeApp. Ledger 814,also v. 210 824-­Tippitt, Rptr.Cal.
(Ct. 1985).Thus,28 App. one for inreason the was aholding Elden toneed

rein in the expansion bystanderof inliability California.
There has comparablebeen no of ofexpansion bystanderthe scope

liability Indeed,in Corso,New inHampshire. emphasizedwe the oflimits
bystander liability.

Plaintiffs of provingburden causation in fact should not be
minimized. The emotional injury directlybemust attributable to
the impactemotional of the plaintiffs observation or
contemporaneous sensory ofperception the accident and
immediate of theviewing Therefore,accident victim. recovery
will not permittedbe for emotional distress when the plaintiff is
merely informed of the matter after the accident or the grieffor
that may followfrom the ofdeath the related accident victim.

Corso, 119 N.H. at 656.
We subsequently have toadhered the limitations created in ForCorso.

inexample, Nutter v. (1984),Frisbee Memorial Hospital, 124 N.H. 791 we
refused to expand liability to plaintiffs hospitalwho reached the shortly
after their child Wedied. cautioned that permitteda “rule that
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in every parentof whocause actionpotentialwould create arecovery...
his her child’s inflictedlearned, means, negligentlyof orby reasonableany

injury bymanifestedas a result suffered emotionalor andinjury,death
Keene, 131v. N.H. 599CityId. at 796. In Wildersymptoms.”physical of

notto who did witness the(1989), expand liability parentstowe refused
at the Wehospital.their child in extremisbut observedaccident

to“sufficientlybe close theplaintiffsthatrequirementthereaffirmed
the atsensory perceptiona of event.” Id. 604.scene to experienceaccident

Insurance, (1982),648 where theAnd, 122 N.H.in Jarvis v. Prudential
the denial of healthbydistress causedemotionalplaintiff alleged

husband, reliance on Corsoplaintiffsher we held thebenefits toinsurance
cases, thus, narrowlycontinued toOur have“misplaced.” Id. at 653.was

Court, are not facedand, California weSupremeunlike theconstrue Corso
liability.bystanderwith a need to curb

difference, to construe theurgesthis the defendant usNotwithstanding
meaningHe we limit theargues that shouldliterally.third factor of Corso

bypeopleto definition: “connected“closely dictionaryof related” a
DictionaryThird New Internationalconsanguinity,” Webster’s

kinship, common1961), byor connected(unabridged “persons1916 ed.
(4th ed.HERITAGE DICTIONARY 1473marriage.”or AMERICANorigin

2000).

however,Corso, phrase “closely “bythe related” withmodifydid not
Rather, related” wasCorso, “closely119 N.H. at 654.marriage.”blood or

the of arelationship presence onlyabsence or[of a]“contrasted with an
mental distressonlyId. Corso established thatrelationship.”distant

and a plaintiffis related is foreseeableplaintiff closelysuffered a whoby
argument,Id. The defendant’swith no is not foreseeable.relationship

definition, adictionary “dryto amounts tothe alimiting analysis
v.wrong placet].”at the Ouelletteemphasistheputs[that]classification

(1976) between552, (abandoning distinctionsBlanchard, 116 N.H. 556
invitee, by negligencetraditionaltrespasser adoptinglicensee and

a dictionarynot to resort toanalysisThe isprinciples). appropriate
analysis foreseeability.ofdefinition but rather to use our traditional

analysisrejected a traditionalElden, SupremeIn the California Court
first, intereststrongreasons: the State’sforeseeability policyof for three

unmarriedsecond, plaintiffsin the invasion into anmarriage; potential
third, to limitclose and the needrelationship;to aprivacy required prove

Elden, at Weline rule. 758 P.2d 586-88.plaintiffs by brightthe class of a
in turn.examine each reason

Elden,In the courtstrong marriage.is the interest inFirst State’s
sameare thegranted“to the extent unmarried cohabitantsstated that

marriage isinrights promotingas married the state’s interestpersons,
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Id. The ofinhibited.” at 586. court noted the abolition common law
as ofmarriage public policy marriage.evidence the in favor of formal Id. at

no convincing permit recovery couples587. Elden found reason to to who
legal obligationsno to each otherbear to the same extent as those who

obligations.undertake such Id.
The court in Elden apparently uponrelied the dubious thatassumption

possibility recoverythe of in tort is anlitigation marry.incentive to
Rejecting assumption, Jerseythis the New thatSupreme Court observed

whoperson“a would not otherwise choose to would not bemarry
to in orpersuaded legaldo so order to assure his her in a futurestanding

actionpersonal injury should that haveperson the misfortune of
the serious of his orwitnessing injury spouse.”her 642 A.2d atDunphy,

The court “[m]arriage379. noted that will still maintain its preferential
status under the law” and that allowing recovery “will not discourage
marriage as a and relationshipworthwhile desirable or erode society’s
commitment to the of marriage.” agree.institution Id. We

The second uponreason relied in Elden was the on“difficult burden the
Elden, atcourts.” 758 P.2d 587. thatElden reasoned determination“[a]

partnerwhether a in an relationshipunmarried cohabitation may recover
fordamages emotional based ondistress such matters as the sexual

fidelity of the theirparties and emotional and economic ties requirewould
a court to undertake a massive intrusion into the life ofprivate the

Id.partners.”
Again, agree Supreme Court,we with the New Jersey which noted that

courts“[o]ur have shown that the sound assessment of the ofquality
interpersonal is arelationships beyondnot kenjury’s and that courts are
capable dealing realities,of with the simplynot legalities,the of
relationships to assure that resulting emotional isinjury genuine and

ofdeserving compensation.” 642 A.2dDunphy, Moreover,at 378. inquiry
the qualityinto and ofintimacy a relationship is often innecessary loss of

See, 378;consortium cases. id.e.g., at Labonte v. Co.,National Gypsum,
678, (1973).113 N.H. 682-83 in aEngaging similar ininquiry the instant

case breaks no ground.new
Furthermore, the real burden notis on the court but on the plaintiff who

chooses to seek recovery for negligent infliction of emotional distress. At
outset,the the plaintiff will thatknow the details of the relationship with

the decedent will be examined mayand that this involve an intrusion into
plaintiffsthe private life. The decision to submit to this searching inquiry

plaintiffsis the choice and should not be limiting liability.the basis for
Third, in uponthe court Elden “therelied need to limit the number of

persons to whom Elden,a defendantnegligent dutyowes a of care.” 758
atP.2d 588. The court noted that would be entirely“[i]t an unreasonable
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endangeredthe who has oneif defendantactivityon all humanburden
feelings everylacerated of otherto for thepayman to be compelledwere

it, bystander shocked at anby including everyofdisturbed reasonperson
well as hisaccident, person injured,the aseveryand distant relative of

omitted). athat the absence ofThe court stated(quotationfriends.” Id.
the extension of the ofscopeline result in unreasonablebright rule “would

that the “close emotionaladmittingof a actor.” Id. Whileliability negligent
anddistantly strong”related is oftenpersonsties unrelated orbetween

adevastating bybe as that sufferedmayresult of ... asinjury“the
thatfamily,” the court concluded “[t]hemember of the immediate
result fromdamagesof and that wouldmultiplicationof actionsproblems

society.”of an intolerable burden onliability placeextension wouldsuch an
omitted.)(citations quotationsId. and

Elden, however, anplaceline in does notthe ruleRejecting bright
society upon negligentor unfair burden aintolerable uponburden

Rather, ofrecovery eminentlyfor an foreseeable classdefendant. it allows
by “the otherplaintiffsof is further narrowedplaintiffs. This class

action, contemporaneoussuch asbystanderelements of the cause of
victim,observation, the and severe emotionalinjurydeath or serious to

‘particularizedstructure the kind ofinjury plaintiff, [that]to the
is reduced evenplaintiffsthat that the class offoreseeability’ ensures

Note, at 947.liability suprais avoided.”further and that limitless
a in of thebrightneed to draw line this areaElden thatargued “[t]he

an“principledthere is no distinction betweenlaw is essential” because
marriagea relationshipwho claims to have de factounmarried cohabitant

children.”siblings, parents, grandparentsde facto orpartnerwith his and
accurate, tois it failsElden, P.2d at 588. While this observation758

denying recoverybetweenlogicalthere is also no distinctionconsider that
years allowinghas her betrothed for seven andto fiancee who lived witha
a week theto met married her husband beforerecovery a wife who and

(Nev. 1998)Hill,State, 480,Transp. v. 963 P.2d 483Dep’t.accident. See of
beforehand, asthe but notrecovery wedding,after(characterizing

“fallacious”). only byline that includes individuals relatedbrightA rule
ismarriageblood or

sufferingtherecoveryit whenpermitsoverinclusive because
or link andbiological bystandera betweenaccompanies legal

isvictim, between the tworelationshipof whether theregardless
Conversely,alienated, or some other removed.estranged, wayin

it courtarbitrarily deniesthe is underinclusive because[rule]



209

that ifpersons they proveaccess to with valid claims could
to do so.permitted

Note, suprn at 917.
decline to a line rule when afundamentally, adopt brightMore we

“flexible to account for factual nuances” is available.approach, designed
Quirk Boston, 124, 131(1995);v. Town New 140 N.H. see also StateSee of

(1992).Reid, nuances,v. 135 N.H. 376 accounts for factualForeseeability
line is thebright foreseeability.while a rule at odds with This is rationale

of Corso.
Corso the line “zone of rule as a “mechanicalrejected bright danger”

Corso,good.”rule that does more harm than 119 N.H. at 656 (quotation
omitted). Instead, uponwe relied the traditional test of foreseeability,
observing adoption“that the of well-defined factors will notforeseeability
lead to unlimited the ofliability, and that threat remote and unexpected

is aliability regard, agreenot substantial fear.” Id. In this we with the
Jersey SupremeNew Court that the of a lineexpedience bright rule “does

not outweigh the need to thatrecognize legitimate just.”claims are and
Dunphy, 642 A.2d at 378. We therefore the inunpersuasive argumentfind

brightElden that a line rule is necessary.
We conclude that “to foreclose unmarried making[an from acohabitant]

claim based upon emotional harm her relationshipbecause with the
injured person does not acarry particular label is to work a potential
injustice ... where the emotional injury genuineis and and issubstantial

uponbased a relationship significantof duration that ... deep, lastingis
and genuinely intimate.” Id. A number of courts have reached a similar

Sellers, (Tenn.conclusion. See 145,Thurman v. 62 S.W.3d 164 Ct. App.
2001); (W.Marrs, 157, 1992);Heldreth v. 425 S.E.2d 162-63 Va. James v.
Lieb, (Neb.109, 1985);375 N.W.2d Hanks, 759,115 Paugh v. 451 N.E.2d

(Ohio 1983); Burd, (Pa.766-67 672, 1979);Sinn v. 404 A.2d 685 Leong v.
Takasaki, 758, (Haw. 1974).520 P.2d Annotation,766 See generally, 98
A.L.R.5th 609.

recognizeWe thus that mayunmarried cohabitants have a close
i.e., stable,relationship, “relationship substantial,a that is enduring, and

mutually supportive ... cemented by strong emotional bonds and
provid[ing] deep pervasivea and emotional security.” Dunphy, 642 A.2d at

standard,380. In determining whether a meetsrelationship this a court
should

take into account the duration of the therelationship, degree of
mutual dependence, the extent of common tocontributions a life

thetogether, extent and of sharedquality experience, and ...
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injuredwhether the and the were members of theplaintiff person
other,household, their reliance on each thesame emotional

of their to and the manner inparticulars day day relationship,
attendingwhich related to each other in to life’s mundanethey

requirements.

omitted).Id. at 378 (quotation

case, in that she wasplaintiff alleged complaintthis the herIn
had lived for sevenengaged they together yearsto the decedent and that

Construingthe accident. all reasonable inferencesimmediately preceding
Minutemcm,plaintiff,in the most favorable to the LLC v.light Microsoft

636, it to infer that in theCorp., 147N.H. at we conclude that is reasonable
enjoyedtheir cohabitation the and her fiancélengthy plaintiffcourse of

together,common contributions to a life emotionaldependence,mutual
requirementsreliance on each other and attended to life’s mundane

the are of atogether. pleadings reasonably susceptibleWe conclude that
that withstand a motion to dismiss.construction would

and remanded.Reversed

Nadeau, JJ., concurred; Dalianis, J.,and with whomBroderick
BROCK,C.J., dissented.joined,

Dalianis, ofdissenting. bystandersJ. Because I believe that the class
infliction of emotional distress should bemay negligentwho recover for

blood,byto those related to the victim or Iclosely marriagelimited
respectfully dissent.

Merrill, (1979),In Corso 119 N.H. 647 we abandoned the “zone ofv.
the haddanger” recovery plaintiffstandard which barred unless been

harm, bystanderto a of and insteadexposed physical permittedrisk
for infliction of emotional distress arecovery negligent premised upon

traditional test of Id. at 657. In this cause offoreseeability. expanding
action, the need to for a seriousrecognized permit recovery “plaintiffswe

by negligence.”emotional that is caused defendant’sinjury directly [the]
time, however, recognizedId. at 653. At the same “we the need for a

area____”liabilityto in this Nutter v. Frisbieclearly-defined boundary
(1984).791, thenecessity124 N.H. 795 This arises becauseHosp.,Mem.

atbystander largelyof a defendant to a is derivative. Id.liability negligent
from the loss or of loved onesinjury [are]794. “The risks of indirect harm

(quotationrealized at one time or another.” Id.pervasive inevitablyand
omitted). harms, however, wouldliability imposeTo for all suchrecognize

in cases. Seeliability” upon bystander“remote and defendantsunexpected
WhileCorso, it difficult to determine the at whichpoint119 N.H. at 656. is
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defendant,the no longer reasonablyharm is foreseeable to a fact“[t]he
boundarythat such a is difficult to draw does not the reasons forobviate
Nutter,drawing it.” 124N.H. at 795.

In aestablishing clearly-defined boundary liability,to we must balance
the need to compensate those whose derive from theplaintiffs injuries
defendant’s negligence with the need to avoid both infinite andliability

599,inuncertainty Keene,the law. See Wilder v. 131 603City N.H.of
(1989). Thus, we have thenarrowly foreseeabilityconstrued factors that
we inadopted Corso to achieve by “clearly limiting bystanderthis balance
recovery to those plaintiffs injuries directlywhose were most and
foreseeably by Nutter,caused a 124negligence.”defendant’s N.H. at 795.

The ofpolicy goals liabilitylimited certaintyand of the law cannot be
ifachieved the class plaintiffsof who may uponrecover is based the

subjective emotional Rather,connection of the weparties. narrowlyshould
construe the “closely related” factor by limiting recovery objectivewith
standards that clearly define the defendant’s liability. See Grotts v.
Zahner, 415, (Nev. 1999).989 P.2d 417 n.6 IAccordingly, would restrict
the of plaintiffsclass who may recover under this cause of action to those

related toclosely bythe victim the objective criteria of or marriage.blood
The majority’s interpretation of the “closely related” factor is “so

ambiguous as to limit the plaintiffsclass of who could assert a claim for
distress)[negligent infliction of emotional only by imaginationthe of

counsel drafting Visitec,the pleadings.” Lindsey Inc., 1340,v. 804 F. Supp.
(W.D. 1992) omitted).1344 Wash. (quotation If the emotional connection

between the bystander and the victim determines whether they are
related,”“closely there distinction,is no principled for example, between

an unmarried cohabitant who claims to have a sufficiently “intimate”
relationship with the victim and close friends who claim the same intimacy.

Sheldon, (Cal. 1988).See Elden v. 582,758 P.2d 588 I disagree with the
JerseyNew Supreme Court’s inholding Dunphy 372,v. Gregor, 642 A.2d

(N.J. 1994),378 that a standard that into account“take[s] the duration of
the relationship, the ofdegree mutual dependence, the extent of common
contributions to a life together, the[and] extent and ofquality shared
experience” properly confines this cause actionof within a well-defined
boundary. To the contrary, the “application of these factors would not

aprovide sufficiently definite and predictable test to allow for consistent
application Elden,from case to 587;case.” 758 Nutter,P.2d at see also 124
N.H. at 795 (recognizing law).the need to avoid in theuncertainty

If the potentialclass of plaintiffs who may recover is extended beyond
those closely related to the byvictim blood or courts will facemarriage,
difficult of inproblems proof determining whether the relationship is
sufficiently close to permit Elden,Seerecovery. 758 P.2d at 587. Under the
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make findingsto define andcompelledbecourts willmajority’s holding,
in anthe partiesconnection betweenthe emotionalsubjectiveabout

trauma wasthe emotionalplaintiff’sdetermine whetherattempt to
a standard willsuchAdoptingto the defendant.reasonably foreseeable

by Corso.contemplatedof thatbeyondextend this cause action
thosebeyondThus, potential plaintiffsthe class ofexpandI would not

or blood.marriagecriteria ofby objectivethe theclosely related to victim
arbitrary sinceindisputablyarethat limitationsrecognize “[s]uchWhile I

relationshiphave apersonsunrelatedin some casesit is foreseeable that
theyevent that sufferthe traumaticbyvictim or are so affectedto the

(Cal.814,Chusa,distress,” 771 P.2d 828v. LaThingemotionalequivalent
the ofbystanders by depthrelated”1989), “closelyofdefining the class

theunreasonably expandvictim wouldconnection to thetheir emotional
Elden, P.2d at 588.See 758liability.defendant’s

“flexiblein favor of aa line ruleadopt brightThe declines tomajority
aadoptingI fail to see how“factual nuances.”to account forapproach”

that we havethe line rulebrightfromanyline rule here is differentbright
factor. We haveobservationcontemporaneousto theregardfollowed with

in hospitalchild theviewed their deceasedrecovery parentsdenied to who
795-96, whoNutter, parentsat and toaccident, 124 N.H.after the see

accident,of the seewithin one hourchild in extremisobserved their
so, deemed the parents’not because weWilder, at 603-04.We did131N.H.

defendant, rather as a means ofto the buttrauma unforeseeableemotional
604;Wilder, at131 N.H.liability. Seelimiting the defendant’sreasonably

Nutter, 124N.H. at 795-96.
liability.ofscope bystandertheexpandingheretofore avoidedWe have

byfactors andconstruing the Corsoby narrowlydone soWe have
of action. I see noto the causeclearly defined boundariesestablishing

and, therefore, I would affirm.practice,to from thisdepartreason

C.J.,Brock, in the dissent.joins


