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Davis, N. H.18;H. Hall v. 36v. N.101Grady,plan. Fagan
Co., N. 219.569; 103 H.Harmon v. Kennett

evidence, therefore, andthe rulingssupported findingsThe
dismiss wasthe motion to properly-Trial Court andof the

denied.

overruled.Exception

All concurred.
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C. Fairbanks brief and for the(by orally), plaintiff.John

&Bell Ernest L. Bell IIIKennedy for the de-orally),{Mr.
fendant.

Grimes, This wasaction to recover for profes-broughtJ.
sional aservices as veterinarian and for havetodrugs alleged
been furnished the deceased for his race Thehorses. case was
transferred on theof defendantexceptions whoby Dunfey, J.,
rendered a $2,558,verdict for the thein amount of theplaintiff
full claimed.amount

Defendant claims that there was ofno exhibition the claim to
19, 1965,the executor sixwithin months of the date ofAugust

the of of theadministration estate of F.original grant Eugene
12, 1965,who died on tosufficient withCray August comply

RSA 556:1-3.
The testified that he had beenplaintiff billssending monthly

death,to the deceased and that after of hehis mailedreading
a set of of bills his estate thatto andcomplete photostatic copies
the letter was not returned. no he turned theReceiving reply,
claim over ato collection which sent two let­collectionagency
ters which the executor theadmitted within six monthsreceiving

after the of administration. the executorperiod grant Although
denied the billsreceived the of which included ahaving copies

of the wasitemization all Trial atcomplete charges, Justice
to find the evidence that diddisbelieve him and on heliberty

receive them he the letters andbefore received collection agency
was 2­that there therefore sufficient exhibition and demand (s. )

within the Indian Head Glen­Millwork Co. v.statutory period.
Homes, 312; Co.,dale N.104 H. Wilson v. Insurance 77 N. H.

344.
It is claimed thethat notices the re-which executor admitted

did not with the RSA ch. 556ceiving ofcomply requirements
because there was no itemization RSAof the 556:2 pro-charges.
vides that sent the“notice to administrator ... by registered
mail, theforth nature and amount aof the claim andsetting
demand for ashall be deemed sufficient andexhibitionpayment,

”demand. The notices the setreceived from collection agency
claim,forth the thetotal amount of the nature of waswhich

from the bills the Trialof Court could find hadapparent copies
been received. The fact that the notices con-collectionpreviously
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not render themdoesof theno itemization chargestamed
furtherIf the executor desiredRSA ch. 556.underinsufficient

v.itemization, he have it. Rosscould requestedorclarification
Chadwick,Knox, 66 N. H. 385.249; v.N. H.71 Ayer

received were not sent byThe that the noticesfact actually
as defendant claims.themmail not invalidatedoesregistered

of no-methodRSA an exclusive giving556:2 does not provide
“shallmailthat notice bytice but registeredsimply provides

” for,the needeliminates. .be deemed . sufficient. Registration
notice wasout, that the actuallyrule otherbut does not proof

Carvelle, H. 453.v. 82 N.Watsongiven.
theof byto the admission testimonyDefendant excepted

deceased,with thecertain conversationswith torespectplaintiff
toand pay.services promisesthe latter’s forrequestrelative to

thetois insufficientthat the evidence supportDefendant argues
of the statements.the admissionforfindings necessary

that thethe defendant’s contentionWe not testimonydo accept
should have been because the wouldexcluded record not sup-

RSAthe admission under 516:25.forport findings necessary
Records the of treatment andkept by plaintiff performed drugs

were The that few weredelivered admitted. fact aproperly
a entries which were made at time offrom in thecopied ledger,

and undertreatment does not make them inadmissibledelivery,
RSA The “in of521:2. entries were made the courseregular

“” ” thebusiness and or near time of the act ... andat the
in that their admission in evidenceCourt was warranted finding

” Co. N. H.was v. 106Corey Steeplejacks Cray,“justified.
Evidence,126, 159;Me.129; Ouelette v. 150 32 C. S.Pageau, J.

. 685 (1).s­
action the of theDefendant moved to dismiss the because copy

not attestedwas bywrit was left at the defendant’s abodewhich
RSA Wein with 510:2.the sheriff or his accordancedeputy

claimThere is noin denial of this motion.find no error the
Thethe was a truethat left at abode notthe copy.copy
theUnder the circumstancesdefendant received it.actually

and causewas harmless noof the officer’somission signature
abatement.for

verdict.on theJudgment

All concurred.


