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discharging withcharging or the executorall itemsaccountthe
their administration.respect to such assets and

duty exercisingofthedomiciliary hasthe executorIt seems that
performancetoancillary thediligence to hold the administratordue

mightsupposedit that thereMassachusetts,in and isof his duties
on histhe liable bondlegatees could hold executorwhere thebe cases

itso,if were not is be-duty. But even thatfor failure of thathere
upon properCounty,forCourt Cheshirethat the Probatelieved

power to thefailure, has the removeproof of suchpetition and
with annexed whosean administrator willappointandexecutor

liabilityanyin to havemay stepstake Massachusettsduty it be to
any inthere and balanceancillary determinedof the administrator

here.over for administrationhands turnedhis

discharged.Case

concurred.Allen, J., did not sit: the othersC.

Sullivan,
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Zellers, byCotton Atlee brief, plaintiff.Norris and for the

Albert D. Leahy, for the nodefendant, filed brief.

Per Curiam. While partthe decedent’s errand was not a of his
findingwork, the that it a naturalwas incident of it is construed to

departurethat it not a Takingmean was from it. into account the
nature of his errand which for no amountingcalled time or distance
to inan absence breach of the terms of his employment, the con-
clusion is that the accident arose out of inas well as the course of the
employment. dutyIt towas his on hand,be and it was while on

induty and dutyconnection with the that the accident occurred.
inengaged employment employee’sWhile an inconduct matters of

personal reasonablya nature to be not expresslyundertaken and
is inforbidden as much the course of employmentthe as when he is

actually performing work ofthe employment,the and accidents
insustained such as employmentconduct arise much out of the as
actually doingwhen he is the work for which Thehe is hired. service

interrupted. thoughis not One, not only,the cause of the decedent’s
employmentaccident was his within the course of actingwhich he was

at the time. The of Company,case Galliennev. 88 N. H. 375, affirmed
Portsmouth,in 441,Snook v. N. H. supports90 this view of in-the

employee’sof ancidents service. The of Company,case Perkins v.
211,ante in point.is also onaccord this

Case discharged.


