
MAINEv. & RAILROAD.MOONEY BOSTON670

June,[Strafford, 1889.]

Adm’r,Locke, v. BankFirst National of Gonic.

Allen, are a and toJ. The facts depositagreed promise pay
11, 1872;intestate, no newto the March andplaintiff’s promise

norlifetime,ever made to him in his to his administratorwas
death, more than six hissince his which occurred afteryears
The statute of limitations on the factspi’omise. being pleaded

stated, action is barred.the maintenance of the

theJudgment for defendants.

Carpenter, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

A,J. for theEdgerly, plaintiff.

for the defendants.Grafney,Worcester Sf

December,[Strafford, 1889.]

v. Boston & Maine Railroad.Mooney, Adm'x

Equity, that the intestate wasBill in alleging plaintiff’s
defendants;of the that she wasthe preventedkilled by negligence

2,71,1887, c. s. withinbythe notice Laws ofrequiredfrom giving
limited, acts of the defendants’ andtime attorneys,the agentsby

to notice.that she'be now allowed thegive requiredand praying
dismissed a and the filed abill wasThe upon plaintiffhearing,

ofbill exceptions..

I). Eastman,Marston for theYeaton and plaintiff.U. £

for theand defendants.John Kivel Worcester Grafney,f

Blodgett, It does notJ. whatdefinitely appear upon grounds
term,bill was dismissed at the trial after the hear-the plaintiff’s

therein; shown,but, no other of dismissal ithad ground beinging
found ato be assumed that the as factis presiding justicefairly

was not induced to refrain from coun-thethat employingplaintiff
71, 1887,notice c. Laws ofthesel and required by relatinggiving

death,in acts orto foractions personal injuries resulting by any
of the defendants or their authorized as isagents,representations

so,bill. this to be no of isin the lawquestionTakingalleged
to the of dismissal.the order Issuesexceptionraised by plaintiff’s

in the trial term are for the exclusivefact arising properlyof
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and,of term,determination that when areconsequently, they
there, will beheard and decided the decision not revised here. To

a bill of some error must be andsupport exceptions, legal alleged
shown.

overruled.Exceptions

Carpenter, J., thedid not sit: others concurred.

December,[Strafford, 1889.]

v.Leonard State.

Bingham, the State,The' facts are same as inJ. v.Philpot
ante, 250.p.

Petition denied.
All concurred.

Pierce,and forS. thePodge Qaverly W. plaintiff.

Kivel, solicitor,J. for the state.

December,[Merrimack, 1889.]

Page BeltingCarter, Adm’r,v. Co.

Case, for in the thedeath of intes-injuries resulting plaintiff’s
tate, a in the of theworkman defendants.employ

Martin, forAlhin the plaintiff.

Streeter,Chase for the defendants.

Smith, J. The was,tosubmitted theonly question jury
knew,whether Carter or known,care have theby ordinary might

his work indanger and about the drum inattending the condition
in which it atwas the of thetime Whether he hadexplosion.
been instructed as to the character ofsufficiently thedangerous
work, all,or not instructed at was not a submitted toquestion
them,-and submitted,there was no to have it and norequest

itthat was not. If the theexception rele-inquiry wasby jury
submitted,vant to the the was toquestion thereply according

facts as from the evidence. There isthey to showappear nothing
that it was not and correct.literally strictly

overruled.Exceptions

Carpenter, J., did not sit: the others concurred.


