
474

and, therefore,tiff should placed rejected.be plaintiffon is
272,Id. at at 164.281 A.2d

On the presented,facts we think failed todefendant
carry quantumthis burden. The of activity constituting

under of“doing typebusiness” this statute is thangreater
that which subjects jurisdiction.a corporation to Myers

(1969).357,Piche,v. The109 N.H. 252 A.2d 427Company
single item of evidence introduced a letter from thewas
secretary of state indicating plaintiff registered.had not

itself,By the letter is not for defendant toenough prevail
on his motion. Mach.,R.C. Acres,Allen 111Bus. Inc. v. N.H.
269, (1971). Further,281 requireA.2d 162 in order to
registration, defendant provemust at of plain-least some
tiff’s were whollytransactions On appealintrastate. it was
disclosed plaintiff registeredhad with the insurance com-
missioner as a dealer in pursuantsecurities to RSA ch. 421.
Compliance not,with chapterthis does as a matter of
law, compel registration under ch.RSA 305-A since a secur-
ities dealer could exclusivelybe conducting interstate trans-
actions.

sustained; remanded.exceptionPlaintiff’s

All concurred.
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F.& andBurns, SheaCox EarlyHinchey,Bryant, James
for the(Mr. orally) plaintiffs.Early

(Mr.Ouellette and Mullaney RaymondCalderwood StanleyJ.
for the defendant.R. Ouellette orally)

11, 1968,Duncan, an automobileOn March operat-J.
in Ro-an intersectioncollided ated defendant Berryby

chester, with an automobileNew byoperatedHampshire
accident,of this sev-As a resultLucille Seaman.plaintiff

instituted, actionsthelawsuits wereeral including present
recover forLucille seeks to injurieswhich personalby

husband, Paul,collision, her seeksfrom the andresulting
offor loss consortium.damages

ofand a verdicttriedNine cases were by jurytogether
$5,500in of Seaman and$21,000 returned favor Lucillewas

the trial the defendantin favor of her husband. During
the trial court. Theseto various excep-rulings byexcepted

of mo-to the denial histions and defendant’s exception
were and transferredthe aside reservedtion to set verdicts

Mullavey,by J.
whether the ver-to this court isThe sole issue presented

The de-been set aside as excessive.dicts should have
were thethat the verdictsfendant’s motion againstalleged

evidence, fell into mis-of the and that the plainjuryweight
take.

court on occasions that a trial“This has stated many
to the verdict as excessive will notcourt’s refusal set aside

it the are so mani-be overruled unless thatappears damages
that no reasonable could thatexorbitant sayfestly person
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or orby prejudice,jury partialitythe was not influenced
of the case.”view of the meritsby some mistakenmisled

132,551, 552,Smith, 133113 N.H. 311v. A.2dChampion
407, 409,(1973); 157N.H.Hanlon v. A.2d102Pomeroy,
36, 39-40,(1960);646, 79648 v. 97 N.H. A.2dRoy Levy,

(1951).847, The motion to the ver­851 defendant’s set
questions“involved of fact for theas excessivedicts aside

[trial] not unlessand his decision should be set asidejudge
40, 79 atit.” Id. atwould make A.2dpersonno reasonable

851.
of the accident theThere was evidence that as a result

car,thrown to the of theLucille Seaman was floorplaintiff
chest, back,head, injuries,knee and ser-andand suffered

or nature. Almostinjuryious of an “emotional” “nervous”
her doctor that theyears after the accident testifiedfive

Lucille, really quiteoffifty-one years age,then “isplaintiff
medi-nervously”, continuingmarkedly upset requiring

bycation, theher condition causedprobablyand that was
Herfor time.probablyand would continue someaccident

happyathat before the accident “she washusband testified
even,isn’t, theexpressionsnow her aren’tperson and she

in of theway they to .... She’ll wake the middleused be
arm,menight crying, grab byand she’ll be she’ll the she’ll

be in a cold sweat.... She’s not at all like she was before
The plaintiffthe accident.” herself testified that she was

employ-of heralso in the courseby crying spellsafflicted
herof condition wasment at a local and becausedrugstore

store,to make for the toounable deliveries since she was
nervous to drive her automobile.

requiresA review of the the conclusion thatauthorities
to be sojury’sthe award to Lucille Seaman cannot be said

to setthe trial court’s refusal“manifestly exorbitant that
Smith, 113v.the unreasonable.”aside verdict was Champion

(1973);132, &551, 553, HoodWelch v.N.H. 311 133A.2d
(1962);207,Sons, 461 v.104 N.H. Chalifoux,182 A.2d Roy

3,(1949); Annot.,321, 1695 N.H. A.L.R.2d63 A.2d 226
§ 116, (1951).at 294

plain-for thelike to the verdictWe reach a conclusion as
intiff, histestimony changeto thePaul Seaman. His as

quoted above.after the accident iswife’s behavior
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for ofloss consortium cannot be determined“[D]amages
with mathematical include suchcertainty.” unquanti-They

love,fiable of the marital asaspects relationship companion-
affection, relations, services,sexual and solace.ship, society,

Co., 678, 682,Labonte v. National 113 N.H. 313 A.2dGypsum
403, 406 (1973); Co.,Labonte v. National 110 N.H.Gypsum
314, 318, 634,269 (1970).A.2d 637 The in Lucillechanges
Seaman’s behavior described Paul could be found toby
have inadverse the mari-produced profoundly changes
tal We cannot that the torelationship. court’s refusalsay
set the verdicts aside as “exorbitant” was unreasonable.

To his the defendantsupport hasargument suggested
that we should lesser awards made the samecompare by

in the other actions triedjury at the com-same time. Such a
would be ofparison doubtful even if we had com-utility

records beforeplete us in those Heintz,cases. See v.Birgel
23, 34, 249,163 Conn. 301 The(1972). recordA.2d 255

before us does not thedefendant’s thatsupport suggestion
inverdicts the other cases were an of the jury’sexpression

of non-actions in our courts betweendisapproval brought
residents, as twocontrasted with the theactions bybrought
resident now before us.plaintiffs

overruled; on verdicts.Exceptions thejudgments

All concurred.


