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theexecution and estate of thedenied, and ordered against goods
Munroe.deceased, R.Mary

bill,in the and inother admitted theis among thingsalleged.It
the foranswer, a was made on defendant thethat demand prop-

the claims that this was sufficient to enableand plaintifferty,
209,L., 2,bill under G. c. s. and have anmaintain the tohim to

thefor the of defendant. This iscosts propertyexecution against
it from the rec-a when entireso in bill appearsnot in-chancery,

office that the cause of action heard and decidedin the clerk’sord
isdeceased. It statute that suitstheexisted provided byagainst
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H.Wheeler, 25be in usual form. Clement v. N.tion should not the
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J.,Smith, not sit: the others concurred.did
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the.a iscaused defective highwayfor byof a town injuryliabilityThe
a out dedica-orby bywas establishedhighway layingthewhethersame

user.andtion

thefrom downthereceivedCase, by plaintiff fallingfor injuries
tothefrom sidewalkstone leadingan stairwayof unguardedsteps

on street inMain Newport village.of abasement buildingthe
the at theto that sidewalk placeshowevidencewas tendingThere

out, that it become a sidewalkbut hadnever laidwasof the injury
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and The evidencededication use.longof theand highway bypart
outside thewas side-to show that thetended stairway whollyalso

it,established, it hadnear to and thatwalk, thus alwaysas though
the same situation as itinthe owner substantiallybeen kept by

accident, is,the that without ortime of any railingwas at the
down it. The de-travellersto inadvertently fallingguard prevent

“ If theto the that side-the courtfendant charge juryrequested
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the which existed from thesuch to begin-came stairwaysubject
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block to basement,the Lewis maintain the to theof steps leading
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the exercise of the of eminent domain,by orhighway power by
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Portsmouth, ;N. H.fect. v. 35 303 Davis Hill,Willey v. 41 N.
329; v.H. Knowlton 62 N. H. 535. If thePittsfield, street had
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have arisen whether the of travellers wouldmight safety arequire
in and the insidewalk front of therailing along entrance to the

basement, and to what extent such an obstruction would increase
land Thesethe are to have de­damages. questions presumed been

termined, waived,orand settled and due iscompensation presumed
made, waived,orto have been when the land-owner thepermitted

to become a of thesidewalk part highway.
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in to theIt was his publicthe power preventoriginal highway.
not to doin the sidewalk. He chosean easementfrom acquiring
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Savings a.Bank v. WatermanLebanon &

administrator,of an the courtwhether, probateon petitionThe question
the real of the intestate forfor the sale of estatelicenseshould grant

inon the administrator’s petitionof debts is determinablethe payment
court, on a in equity.and not billthe probate

• Equity, the foreclosure of aforBill in mortgage.

for theJ. L. plaintiffs.Spring,

Ootton, for Wood.S.W.

1881,inwas made theDoe, The byC. J. mortgageplaintiffs’
defendant has noP. The WoodThomas Waterman.defendant

father,of-the Silas Water-is a creditortitle. He mortgagor’s
land, 1878,died in and of whoseman, of the whoa former owner

If an administratorhas beenno administrator appointed.estate
to theif he should ofand apply judge probateshould be appointed,

■L.,for the of Wood’s debtthis land (G.license to sell paymentfor
license should bebe raised whetherthe couldc. 201), question


