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notthe servant does com­bold that wherefar as to. . lias so. gone
account, in withbisand continues employmenton bis ownplain

master,risk, of the becausehe can recoverof thefull knowledge
called to his attentioncondition wasdefectivelatter, when thethe

assurances, not induce thewhich did servantservant, gavetheby
Railroad,Lewis v.be remedied.”remain, the defect shouldto that

73,153 77.Mass.
overruled.Exception

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

Hillsborough,
June, 1900.

v. Aldrich.State

jurisdictionevery person itsto withino£ this state securesconstitutionThe
byStates the fourteenthrights guaranteed to citizens oí the Unitedtheall

constitution.to the federalamendment
by personsriding bicyclesprohibiting onthe of sidewalks overstatuteThe

constitution.years age in the state or federalis not conflict withoftwelve

TheAppeal, complaintof Manchester.from the courtpolice
sidewalk,a on awith contrarydefendant riding bicyclethecharged

93,1, 1897, whichLaws pro-of section chapterto the provisions
old shall ridetwelvein that no overperson yearsvides substance

denied the defendant’s motionThe courta on a sidewalk.bicycle
conflictsthe that thethe on statutegroundto quash complaint,
amend-fourteenthof this state and with thewith the constitution

States, beof and excepted.the Unitedment to the constitution

solicitor,Tuttle, for theJames P. state.

Perkins, for defendant.theW.David

ofYoung, fourteenth to the constitutionJ. The amendment
liethe defendant whichthe United confers no uponStates rights

state, se­as citizen of this for our constitutionnot adoes possess
allwithin its the guaran­to person jurisdiction rightscures every

Stateamendment. v.the United States thatbyteed to citizens of
.65 N. H. 113­Pennoyer,

land ac-an absolute to use for anyNo hasperson purposeright
for thelandsfor a but as the state holds acquiredquired highway;
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of a in.purpose trust for the benefithighway of the sopublic, its
to inright to the oflegislate useregard is tohighways thesubject

same limitations itsas to in otherright- legislate ofrespect public
matters; and a travel,statute the of toregulating public beright
constitutional, must alike to all andapply persons should be rea-
sonable. Railroad,State v. 35,69 N. H. 49.

The fact that one has anevery to theuseequal right highways
does not mean that can use allany person of themparts for all
known travel,modes of for the state may lawfully -appropriate pub­
lic use,forproperty a or for the use of a ofparticular class its cit­
izens, school,as land for a thepublic or sidewalks for a class of
travelers. When make tire same useany of aperson may high­

asway otherevery sex,of theperson condition,same and em­age,
the travel,sameploying mode of it is an law. State v.equal

Griffin, 1,69 N. H. statute,29. So this which appropriates apart
of the children,to the usehighway of andpedestrians is not open
to the that it theobjection defendant of thedeprives equal protec­
tion law,of the for he has the same to use inright any highway
this state that other of the sameany person theage sameusing
¡mode of statute,travel Ahas. to be as classobjectionable leg­
islation, must to some whichdeny it others ofprivileges permits
•the same Cases,class to ;16enjoy. Slaughter-house Wall. 36­

Lewis,Missouri v. 22;101 Massachusetts,U. S. Davis v. 167 U. S.
43. Unless it can be said as a matter of law that this statute
is an unreasonable of the to use theregulation public right high­

theways, defendant’s must be overruled.exception
are used aHighways number ofby ongreat people traveling

foot, on cars,inbicycles, and streetwagons, carriages, propelled by
¡animals, steam;and and theelectricity, to theproblem presented

this,was solegislature to alltravel that the differentregulate
carried,inodes could be on in the same with reasonablehighway

thesafety and While which thedespatch. regulations legislature
may reasonable,make for this belawfully shouldeffecting purpose
¡it will not be circumstances,to consider under what ifnecessary
•ever,the court will revise discretion and declare a lawlegislative
void because it is unreasonable. The ofmanifest thispurpose
¡statute was to protect on the sidewalks frompersons being injured

the•by riders of and an fact to be consideredbicycles; important
■onthe of whether riderthe was to suchquestion likely injure per-
sons so,was Iris doto for it is that it be idlewould toability plain
forbid a to ride a on the hrperson sidewalk order tobicycle prevent
his if he was ofinjuring pedestrians incapablephysically injuring

not,them. it clear that little children and thatis couldWhile
could,adults with sufficient force to inflict seriouspropel bicycles

•injuries contact,those whom come in it is notheywithupon by
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child willa suchacquireparticular abilityat whatclear agemeans
abecomes menace to theit public safetythatto pedestriansinjure

So,him sidewalk. stat-on the thisalthougha bicycleto ridefor
to inflictand not his the testability injuryamakes child’s ageute

a onnot he ride the side-or may bicyclewhetherto determine
law,said, a of this is an unrea-as matter thatbewalk, it cannot

anof travel orof the public right arbitrarysonable regulation
it a matter offor is not commonof power;exercise legislative

old are ableunder twelve toyears propelchildrenthatknowledge
to such as statuteforce cause thisinjurieswith sufficientbicycles

was intended to prevent.
overruled.Exception

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

Hillsborough,
June, 1900.

Sawyer v. Jefts.

warranty during ahas the ofa covenant of been broken lifetimeWhere
covenantor, against hisan action cannot be maintainedtherefordeceased

heir-at-law.

Trial The defendant’sBroken. the court.Covenant by
1893,ina land the plaintifffather tract of toconveyed by warranty

form, March,died in 1895. Anin common and administratordeed
hadsame month. The plaintiffof his estate was theappointed

been the the HeFebruary. pre-evicted from precedingpremises
administrator, made further effort tothis claim to the but nosented
1899,March,it when he action. theenforce until this Atbegun

ordered, toof the evidence a nonsuit wasclose plaintiff’s subject
exception.

Cutter,S. H. A.E. for the plaintiff.&

Runnells,B. Parker and Hamblett for the defendant.Joseph &

Young, J. The common did not alaw real estateperson’scharge
debts, so;with the butof Ms him to do andpayment permitted

did,when he it such creditors an toaction enforce their claimsgave
action,after heir,Ms death. This thethough nominally against

was a in rem real hadestate the heir inheritedproceeding against


