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period of 12 months from noon .of the day of its date to noon of the
day of its expiration was made. against loss of life of ‘the | agsured in a
sum payable to his widow on proof that the assured at any time after
the date of the policy, and before its expiration, should’ sustain per-
sonal . mjury caused by any accident, and that such injuries should
occasion death within 90 days from the happening thereof. By an
accident which happened at 9 o’clock in the forenoon. the assured
sustained personal injuries which occasioned his.death about the
same heur on the ninety-first day thereafter, excluding the day of
date of the accident from the computatlon the whole period being
included within the 12 months. It was beld that by no method of
computa,tlon of time could thé death be regarded as occurring within
90 days from the happening of the accident, and therefore plaintiff
could not recover; also, that the clause limiting the liability of the
insurers to the occurrence of death from the injuries within 90 days
from the happening of the accident was not inconsistent with the
provision by which the insurance was expressed. to be “for the period
of 12 months”; nor could it be construed to refer only to such injuries

as should occasion death within 90 days after the 12 months.
Artlele 1176 of the Code Napoleon provides that:
“When- an obligation has :been:contracted on condition that -an event shall

happen within a limited time, the condition is considered as broken when the
time has explred without the. event having taken place.”

There is nothing in the prmmples of the common . law, or in the
policy of the statute law:.of:this country, calling for.the apphcatlon of.
a different rule for the interpretation of such a.contract when its.
terms are redasonable, clear, and anambiguous. Toulher, in comment~
ing upen ‘this article of the Code Napoleon, Bays: o

“If “Goubts may arise as to the manner in which ;a4 condition:should be ac-
compligshed, there can be none; as to the lime at which it ought to: be so when .
it is fixed by. the contract. ’I‘];us does not, require thﬂt the. intention of the
parties should be ascertameq ..the law of the ‘contract must’ govei‘n E 'I‘he Code
might become arbitrary. The deldy is fatal, and that general. disposition is
applicable to:4ll kinds of conditions, protestatxve, easual, or mixed.” ;. Yeatman
v. Broadwell, 1 La. Ann. 424, "

Tt follows-that the plaintiff cannet- recover upon the contva.ct in
suit; and a Judgment must be entered in favor of the defendant
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w RONG‘FUL DEATH—-N_ATURE pF STATUTORY Acnon—Coz\'rRAc'r WIJ‘H DECEASED
FOR LiMITATION oF LisBILITY.

"The statutes of Washington and Idaho, 'which in that respect are similar,

‘ and provide' that, when! the:death of a person is caused by .the wrongful

.. .;act or negligence of another, his heirs or personal. representatives may

. maintain an action for damages against the perSon causing the death, cre-

‘ate a new cause of actioh, In favor of the beneficiary named, to recover

compensation for their o‘wn loss, independent of any right of action which

-the decedsed. may have had to recover for the injury had he survived;.

- .and hence a contract between a railroad. company and a.passenger by
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which the latter in consxdemtlon of free txansportatmn agreed that the
company should not be liable for any personal injury recelved by him,
whether from negligence or otherwise, constitutes no. defense to an action
by the widow and child of such passenger, under the. statute of either state,
to recover damages for his death alleged to have been caused by the com-
‘pany’s negligence.

This is an action to recover damages for wrongful death. Heard
on demurrer to answer.

Voorhees & Voorhees, for plaintiffs,
- Stephens & Bunn, for ‘defendant.

HANFORD, District Judge. This is an action by the widow and
son of Jay H. Adams, deceased, to recover damages for the injury
which they have suffered by his death. Mr. Adams fell or was
thrown from the platform between cars of a train on which he was
traveling as a passenger from Hope, in the state of Idaho, to Spokane,
sustaining injuries causing his death; and the complaint charges
that the mishap was due to neghfrence on the part of the defendant in
the improper construction of the cars, and carelessness in operating
the train. - The defendant has filed an answer setting forth seyeral
grounds of defense, in which it pleads, as its third affirmative defense,
“that the said Jay H. Adams paid defendant nothing for his trans-
portation, but was being carried upon a free pass, and that said Jay
H. Adams, as a condition of such free carriage, had contracted with
said defendant that said defendant should not be liable for any in-
jury to the person of said Jay H. Adams, or for any loss or damage
to his property, under any circumstances, whether of negligence of
defendant’s agents or otherwise”; and the case has been argued and
submitted upon a demurrer to said defense.

The attorneys for the defendant, in their argument upon the de-
murrer, make the following points:

“In the interpretation of a contract limiting liability of carrier, as to its
validity and etfect the lex loci contractus must control. * * * This rule
certainly must prevail in a case where plaintiff depends entirely for a recovery
solely upon the law of the state where such contract was made. The contract
limiting the liability of the defendant railway company in this case was made,
entered into, and delivered within the state of Washington,—the state where
this suit was brought; and the law of the state of Washington is that, where
the passenger is a strictly gratuitous one, recovery cannot be had. See Muldeoon

v. Railway Co., 7 Wash. 528-532, 35 Pac. 422; Id. (second appeal) 10 Wash.
311-313, 38 Pac. 995.”

Their effort appears to be to treat the case as if it were an action
to recover damages for breach of the contract by which the company
undertook to carry Mr. Adams as a passenger on its train. But
the plaintiffs do not base their demand upon any contract. On the
contrary, they complain of a wrong resulting in an injury to them,
by deprivation of the support, protection, society, and comfort of
their husband and father. Their case rests upon the same legal
grounds as it would if Mr. Adams, without being a passenger on
the defendant’s train, and without holding any contract relation
whatever with the defendant, had been killed by the wrongful act of
the defendant. This being so, the question as to the validity of the
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contract under which the defendant claims exemption from liability
is not material. If full effect be given to the exemption clause, it
would only constitute a bar to the recovery of damages by Mr. Adams
himself; or by his representatives for the benefit of his estate; but
Mr. Adams is not a party to this action, and the plaintiffs are not
demanding the enforcement of any right of his, or any right which
ever was subject to his contrel,: or which could be extinguished or
barred by any contract which he could make without being specially
authorized as their agent. Therefore the decision of the supreme
court of the state of Washington in the case of Muldoon v. Railway
Co. does not bind, or restrict the independence of, this court in the
determination of the rights of the parties in this case.

The statutes of Idaho are similar to the statutes of this state, in
providing that, when the death of a person is caused by the wrongful
act or nerrhgence of another, his heirs or personal representatlves may
maintain an action for damages against the person causing the death;
and in every such action the jury may give such damages, pecunlary
or exemplary, ag, under all circumstances of the case, may to them
seem just. Under this law the plaintiffs have a mght of action to
recover compensation for their own loss, and they are not sumg to en-
force a right of the deceased to recover damages for the injury which
he suffered. Therefore the contract by which the deceased agreed
to exempt the defendant from liability has no effect whatever upon
their right of action. Not being parties to the contract, they are
not bound by it. In their brief, counsel for the defendant deny that
there are any authorities. supportmg the proposition that the right
of action is an independent right (that is to say, not dependent upon
the question whether or not the deceased, if he had survived the in-
jury, could have sustained an action therefor), but I find no laek of
authorities affirming that:

“Lord Campbell’s act and the statutes of most of the states create, in favor
of certain beneficlaries surviving tlie deceased, an entirely new cause of action,
distinct from and independent of any right of action the deceased may have
had. during his lifetime, or could have had if he had survived the injury.” 8

Am. & Eng. Enc. Law, 869; Martin’s Adm’r v. Railroad Co., 151 U. 8. 673,
14 Sup. Ct. 533; The Oregon, 73 Fed. 850.

.Some of the authorities cited give as a rule that:

“If the deceased in his lifetime did anything that would operate as a bar to
the recovery by him of damages for persopal injury, this will operate equally
as a bar in an action by his personal representatives for his death.”

I bave no difficulty whatever in giving full assent to this rule, as
stated; for I understand that the phrase “personal representative”
of a deceased person means his executor or admlnlstrator, who, when
suing in his representative capacity, stands in the place of the dece-
dent, claiming such rights only as the law permits him to claim for
the beneﬁt of the decedent’s estate. But it would be a perversmn
of the rule to apply it in a case like the one under consideration, in
disregard of the elementary principles of the law of contracts. Such,
I consider, would be the effect of permitting an agreement, to which
the plaintiffs have not assented, to stand as a bar to a remedy for the
injury which they allege. Demurrer sustained.,
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SCHECK v. KELLY.
(Circuit Court, W. D. Arkansas. August 2, 1899.)
No. 164,

[NJURCTION—DAMAGES FOR WRONGFUL I88UANCE—RIGHT OF ACTION.

Where an injunction has been granted without bond, and subsequently
the injunction is dissolved, and the bill dismissed, no action will lie at the
instance of the defendant against the plaintiff in the injunction suit for
damages sustained by reason of the issuance of said injunction.

On Demurrer to Complaint.

Ira D. Oglesby, for plaintiff.
H. C. Mechem, for defendant.

ROGERS, District Judge. The defendant, Harry E. Kelly, sued
the plaintiff, A. Scheck, in the chancery court of Phillips county,
Ark., and procured an injunction against him restraining him from
entering upon, cutting down, or removing timber already cut upon
certain lands in that county. Subsequently the injunction was dis-
solved, and the bill was dismissed. Scheck, who is a citizen of
Germany, residing in the state of Tennessee, now sues Kelly, who
is a resident of the Ft. Smith division of the Western district of
Arkansas, in this court for damages sustained by reason of said
injunction. The suit is not based upon any injunction bond, nor
does it appear that any was given, but is a simple suit at law for
damages, alleging that he sustained damages in the sum of $3,537.60.
Kelly demurs to the complaint generally for insufficiency, and, seec-
ondly, that plaintiff’s complaint is not based upon any bond given
to obtain said injunction, and that aside from and without such a
bond there is no liability for any damages because of the issuance
of said injunction. The court is of opinion that this demurrer should
be sustained. In the case of City of St. Louis v. St. Louis Gaslight
Co., 82 Mo. 354, it is said:

“It seems that, without some security given before the granting of an in-
junction order, or without some order of the court or a judge requiring some
act on the part of the plaintiff which is equivalent to the giving of security,
such as a deposit of money in court, the defendant has no remedy for damages
which he may sustain from the issuing of the injunction, unless the conduct
of the plaintiff has been such as to give ground for an action for malicious
prosecution.”

There is nothing in the complaint upon which to base a suit for
malicious prosecution. See, also, Russell v. Farley, 105 U. 8. 433;
Lawton v. Green, 64 N. Y. 326; Hayden v. Keith (Minn.) 20 N. W.
195. The demurrer is sustained.

In re WALTHER.
(District Court, 8. D. New York. August 5, 1899.)

BaNEKRUPTCY—OPPOSITION TO DISCHARGE—INSUFFICIENT SCHEDULES.
‘Where the bankrupt, previous to the adjudication, had acted as admin-
istratrix of her husband’s estate, and had mingled property of her own
with the property of such estate, it is her duty, in the bankruptey pro-



