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the trial ex-determinable at term. Itsof remotenessquestion
419;v. New Durham,not error. Cook 64 H.was N.clusion

462,N. H.v. 465.Beattie, 59Hilliard
was refused. v.The instruction Jewellrequested properly

N. H. 13.Gilbert, 64

overruled..'Exceptions

tbe concurred.not sit: othersJ., didParsons,

Rockingham,
Dec., 1895.

Proprietors Bridge.Beacham a. v. of Portsmouth&

a conflict between the lex and thethere is loci lex fori, gov-When the former
inas contracts.erns in torts the same

state,a to an action ingood broughtis defence this for injuriesIt sustained
in while pleasurethe state of Maine for ontraveling the Lord’s thatday,

could had under therecoveryno be laws of that state.

for PactsCase, found the court. Thenegligence. by defend-
and a tollants own theoverpossess riverbridge be-Piscataqua

andtween Portsmouth OnKittery. Sunday, 29, 1894, theApril
the wererequired toll,paid theplaintiffs, having crossing bridge,

excursion,a with aon drawn fourpleasure ;horses andbarge by
on the withinwhile the state Maineportion of one of the horses

a defect in thewas causedinjured by the defendants’bybridge
The seek to recoverplaintiffs in-negligence. for thedamages

The Mainelaws of thetojury. relating questions involved
a Aare of the case. verdict in favor ofpart the forplaintiffs

was is tofiled, which be set andaside there is to$150 be judg-
defendants,for the ifment the action cannot be maintained;

otherwise, there is beto on thejudgment verdict.

forSamuel W. theMnery, plaintiffs.

Marvin,Frink thefor defendants.$

Chase, J. If there is a conflict between the lex loci and the
thefori, former in tortslex the same as ingoverns contracts, in
to the effect andrespect incidents of acts.legal Cool. Torts 471;

Conf. Law s. d;Sto. 307 v.(7th ed.), Mostyn 161;Fabrigas, Cowp.
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Q. C., Q.239,—4 L.v. L. R. B. S. R. 6 B.225, 1,Phillips Eyre,
Railroad,Dennick28;v. 1 How. v. 103 U. S.28; Condry,Smith

571;Mass. v.Railroad,v. 16011; HenryWalsh 13Sargeant,
321; Laird N. H.Railroad, Therefore,H. v. 62 254. what­N.

it hada defence to this action ifever would be been brought
here,is athe state of Maine defence itin would notalthough

had in thisif the cause of action arisen state.be
124, a20,section Revised Statutes of Maine,By chapter per­

Lord’sson travels on the from orwho forday, except necessity
be for exercise v.charity, may punished. "Walking (O'Connell

Lewiston, Portland,Me. Davidson34;65 v. 69 Me. 116), carrying
aa disabled to ride to him the benefit of air and ex­person give

Railroad,v. Me.ercise 82 and a visitor(Sullivan carrying196),
who insists v.home Biddeford, 82 Me.upon going (Buck 433),
within the butcome for is anexception; traveling pleasure

statute,under the and has theoffence effect to thedisable of­
fender from for an to his orrecovering damages injury person
team while so caused the of another.traveling, by negligence

Penobscot, ;Hinckley 42v. Me. 89­ v.Cratty ;Me. 423­57Bangor,
528;Parker v. Me.Latner, 60 Wheeldenv. Me.Lyford, 84 114.

The raise the whether this is now the lawplaintiffs qua’,re
in view inMaine,of of the decision Baker v. Portland, Me.58

In that199. case the cause of action was anplaintiff’s injury
received in of a defective and the defenceconsequence highway,

that,was at the time of the the was ainjury, plaintiff violating
ordinance which acity at faster rate ofprohibited driving speed

anthan six miles ahour, under It was held that a vio-penalty.
thelation of ordinance would not be a defence unless it con-
totributed the Of cases inproduce which it had beeninjury.

aheld that aperson statute could not recoverviolating penal
“for his the seen,court said: It will be examina-injury, upon

tion, that the act of the eitherwrongful plaintiff was, or was
be,assumed to in some manner or to thedegree contributory

of the of.” The anproduction injury complained violation of
ordinance fast ormay not tend cause anagainst driving may to

ato traveler to theinjury according circumstances, but the vio-
lation of the statute on the Lord’s neces-against traveling day

causes the traveler into be thesarily where he wrnsposition
it tends to theinjured; produce theinjury by furnishing oppor-

for it.tunity v.Cratty The cases ofreceiving supra.Bangor,
Parker v. Latner and Wheeldenv. decidedLyford, since Baker v.

showPortland, that the law as laid down in v.Cratty Bangor
thenwas as the law of the state. Ifregarded it was not the law of

21,the state as late 1895,as March there would have been no
occasion for the act of the Maine of that datelegislature (Laws
1895, e. inwhich effect the law of v.repeals129), Cratty Bangor
and other like cases that theby 124,of c.providing provisions
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day,the of the Lord’s shall notB. to observance.S., relating
or of a out of anaffect the remedy party growing injuryright

on thatreceived day.
been while wereThe injui’y theyplaintiffs’ having received^

of Maine a excursion on thein the state pleasuretraveling upon
1895,the enactment of the Maine statute ofLord’s today, prior

theare the law of v. andCrattytheir byrights governed Bangor,
cases cited.other

;set aside theVerdict judgmentfor defendants.

J., the othersWallace, not sit: concurred.did

Bockingham,
Dec., 1895.

Savings Bank.Union Five CentsPetition of the

if thedepositsthe amount of its value of itsA is forsavings bank taxable
it no from somereceives incomeequal amount, althoughassets is to that

of them.
againstan of the taxes assessedis not entitled to abatementA banksavings
savingsof otherrelativelyis not so as thatsurplus largeit itsbecause

banks.

rea-taxes for thean ofPetition, followingfor abatement
received thehave not pastthesons : Because petitioners(1)

re-willthat they immediatelyand there is noyear, prospect
assets totheira of amountingincome fromceive, portionany

rela-muchhave not so surplusbecause$48,586.57; they(2)'
was sub-dismissed,Theas banks. petitionothertively savings

toject exception.

theE. for petitioners.John Young,

Hatch, the commissioners.for bankJohn

the taxation offorChase, firstThe special provisionJ.
in the act ofbanks is found Januaryinmoney deposited savings

thethe assessors ofwhich1833, requiredc.4, 1833 (Laws 108), “ atintaxes upon moneyassess the partseveral towns to public
.. .for,interest includingthan the ownerinterest, paysmore

the wholeinstitution wherebank orinall any savingsdeposits
timedollars.” At thathundredexceeds oneofamount deposits

the two oldesthad been incorporated,seven savings banksonly
and the StraffordBankPortsmouth Savingsof which (the


