
885v. CHADWICK.AYERDecember, 1890.]

MERRIMACK.

Ayer Adm'r.Chadwick,v.

of a notepaymenton foradministrator, beingon calledanProof that
is evi-andintestate, promised payment,it to duebeadmittedhisagainst

an of the claim.dence of exhibition

Assumpsit, on anda several notejoint $1,000,<forpromissory
1, 1878, defendant,Octoberdated the the defendant’ssigned by

Chadwick,intestate, and one Ellen F. and to the plaintiffpayable
order, demand, withor on interest annually.
Facts the court. In the of 1886 thebyfound defend-spring

ant’s intestate his and renewedacimowledged hisliability, promise
note. He died theto the in fall of 1886. The defendant, hispay

son, 26,was administrator hisof estate Octoberappointed 1886.
The met the administrator soon after hisplaintiff’s agent appoint-

note,ment, his attention thecalled and told him heto would pre-
it andsent at time at theany administratorany place desired.

The administrator to the note as asagreed pay soon ho could sell
estate,tosome land the that he could dobelonging representing so

ain short time. Prior to the first of in each there-day April year
theafter demanded from theplaintiff’s agent payment defendant

administrator,as who on each note,occasion to thepromised pay
1889,14, §>100and October sent him to be on the note.applied

The note was never exhibited to the administrator, butformally
the times described,at the claim was as above hepresented, was

as and informed of the nature and amount offully distinctly it as
he could have been the formal exhibition ofby the note. At
these times he made no to the claim toor theobjection method of
its and did not ask orpresentation, desire that the note should be

exhibited, but, fullvisibly of the naturehaving andknowledge
claim, promisedamount of the to it.pay

was ordered for theJudgment and theplaintiff, defendant
excepted.

Martin,Albin & for the defendant.

Streeter,Chase for the plaintiff.&

Smith, J. A claim the ofestate aagainst deceasedperson may
be in formpresented which the natureany andbrings amount of
it to the notice of thedistinctly administrator. A written state­
ment or is essential,not at leastspecification when no objection is

wantmade for of one. The of the statutedesign tobeing bring
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the theclaims to of administrator so that he beknowledge may
settled,in what manner the beenabled to estatejudge may any

which the nature and amount claimform of a tobrings distinctly
a the Tilton,his notice is with statute. Tebbetts v. 31compliance

273; Cheever, Little,420;v. 39N. H. Walker N. H. Little v. 36
H. 224.N.

oneThe was of the of the notedefendant held thesigners by
knew, and wasand therefore also informed thefully byplaintiff,

of the nature and amount of his madeclaim. He noplaintiff,
it,the claim or to the ofto method nor didobjection presenting

the beask that note exhibited. With full ofhe theknowledge
claim, it,amount of thenature and he to and sub-promised pay

a Aof it. formal of the noteportion presentationsequently paid
himwould not have additional information in togiven any regard

understand,claim. The was led to fromthe plaintiff evidently
to morethe defendant’s that a formalpromise pay, presentment

not desired. If a more formalwas would otherwisepresentment
the to it.have been defendant is Thenecessary, estopped deny

facts,case, Jackson,in its is almost like that v.of Mathesexactly
259, it thatH. where was held the transaction be con-N.7 might

an thesidered to exhibition of demand within theequivalent
statute,the or as evidence from which a toofmeaning oughtjury

tofind that the note had been the defendant at somepresented
time.

overruled.Exceptions

J., J.,Doe, Blodgett,was did not sit: the othersC. absent:
concurred.

Capital Bank.v. StateBatchelder

of indeed, merelyconveniencean easementbyis conveyedlandWhen
implication.doesnot pass byof the grantorlandother

as as thegrantor longa sopasswayland of theto userightof aA grant
when thea expires grantoras passwaythe grantorused bybeshallsame

no to isand notice the granteefor that purpose,the landusetoceases
easement.theterminatetonecessary

the court.Trial bytheCase, way.plaintiff’sobstructingfor
block, liesland, their bank uponstandswhichupondefendants’The

Concord, extendsin and westerlystreetof Mainsidewesterlythe
land, is block con­which aupontheto plaintiff’sstreetWarrenon

of the defend­Warremstreet. Westonfrontingstorestwotaining
width, bounded oneleven feet inof landis a stripbuildingants’

block, fastenedand closed abythe plaintiff’sline bywesterlyits
Thestreet.onthe Warrenof partiesthe buildingsbetweengate


