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tell what the Trial consideredto to extentWe are unable Judge
case for further considera-and therefore remand thethese factors

and iftion necessary.hearing,

Remanded.

All concurred.
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& William S. Lord orally)Lord Martin (Mr.Nighszvander,
se, as administrator.pro

andGeneral R. PeterS. Attorney Shapiro,George Pappagianis,
the State.General forAssistant Attorney (Mr. Shapiro orally),

“
Duncan, in that the state is entitledRSA 8:43 provides partJ.

care, and maintenance ofof treatment anyto recover the expense
. . .at frominmate Newor Hampshire Hospital]patient [the

. .” added... estate . . Provisionsthe or inmate or hispatient
atof care of inmatesin 1965 relate to of therecovery expense

1965, 16; RSAState School. Laws c. 8:43the Laconia (supp).
anthat noRSA action556:3 provides against(supp) “ was exhibitedshall be sustained unless the demandadministrator

after the ofthe within monthsto administrator six grantoriginal,
is the claim. . . .” The issue whetheradministration presented

thatthis We holdof the State is barred reason of provision.by
it is.

Faulkner, 192,100 H. 193In &c. v. N.Reconstruction Corp.“ . . . time does notwe referred the thatto rooteddeep principle
”a and held that therun federal or statetheagainst government,

case, thethat as an of federalin government,plaintiff agency
556:1,RSA At the samewas immune from the of 3.operation

“ ”time, a statute thewe out that the is nonclaimstatutepointed
to the and expeditiouswhich is secure orderlyofpurpose

1003,34 2din A.L.R.settlement estates. In the annotationof
1008-9, thesaid that a of authorityit is preponderanceslight

statutes to claimsthat nonclaim applythe holds suchupon subject
taken,view so nonclaimIn thea State or its subdivisions.by

limitation,statutes offromstatutes are to be distinguished general
claim,a while limitationsgeneralsince tothey operate extinguish

Mountrail,v.bar the Reithserve to Countymerely remedy. of
2dW. 667.104 N.(N.D.)

a and in orderseeks toHere the State enforce statutory right,
lawwith its own substantiveso to avoidto do seeks compliance

a Bahrof suchthe to enforcement right.prerequisitesprescribing
favorsThe which theZahm, expeditiousv. 219 Ind. 297. policy

recent materiallysettlement of estates was fortified legislation,by
to beclaims arewhich requiredwithinthe periodsshortening

114:1,1959, 3, 556:1,4; RSAand sued Lawspresented upon.
Marshall,3, 5, 456;7 See v. 93 H.Sullivan N. Frost(supp).
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Frost, 326,v. H.100 N. 328. The that theprinciplegeneral
State is immune from the the of time whereofconsequences lapse

are inlimitations concerned is not to be extendedgeneral
of tospecific statutory requirements expeditederogation adopted

Manchester,the settlement of estates. See v. 107 N. H.Gossler
310; Bird, 390, 395;In re Estate 410 Ill. v.State Moore'sof
Estate, 153 2d See v.So. 819. State(Fla.) Company,Stafford

92, 97; 240,99 N. H. v. 49 H.State N. 254.Company
The certified the court is answered in thequestion by probate

affirmative.

Remanded.

Blandin, decision;sat at but took no in theJ., argument part
the concurred!others


