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115,Blake,here. (1973);State v. 113 N.H. 305 300 State v.A.2d
233,O’Brien, 114 N.H. (1974).317 783A.2d

overruled.Exceptions

All concurred.
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assistant (Mr. Cleaveland forattorney thegeneral State.orally),
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under RSAGriffith, ofthe town NewportThis is an appeal byJ.
ofboard of taxationdenial the1973) from theV by76:16-a (Supp.

Bookfor of the SampleArlingtonthe town’s rehearingpetition
estate taxes.of realfor abatementCompany’s application

it did not receivein is thatThe claim of the town its appealonly
on thenotice of the initial taxpayer’s application.hearinglegal

to thefirst class mailwereNotices of this sent by ordinaryhearing
ofof the board select-clerk the chairmanthe town andtaxpayer,
II1973) RSA 76:16-aBoth 71-B:10 and (Supp.men. RSA (Supp.

1973) 1, 1973, ofwere relate to noticeseffective andSeptember
some-The two sections arethe board of taxation.beforehearings

for1973)what inconsistent since RSA 71-BT0 provides(Supp.
board, mailed,if beshallnotice of a before the by registeredhearing

1973)mail, II76:16-areturn while RSA (Supp.receipt requested,
inof benotice a writing.hearingmerely requires

heldforthe motionof taxation in rehearingThe board denying
town, noticethe thereceivedthe notice was bythat since admittedly

ordi-deliverednotices were bythe fact that thewas andadequate,
use ofthat theThe town maintainsmail of nowasnary importance.

of the failure ofit the causein that wasmail wasordinary significant
con-reach the named addressees. Althoughthe notices to actually

notices were mislaidthe the bydelivered by postal system,cededly
officecontends thattown clerical staff. The town proce-the existing

for handl-were received calleddures at the time the notices special
these notices been sentof or certified mail and had byregistereding

methods,of would not haveeither these gone astray.they
were the more require­Even we to deliveryadopt demanding

of the1973), board’s denialof thements RSA 71-BT0 (Supp.
re­The function of afor must be sustained.petition rehearing

mail isor certifiedthat notice be delivered by registeredquirement
ofand to a means disputesto assure resolvingdelivery provide

In theis received.the as to whether the noticebetween dulyparties
notice, becomesof of the mode of transmissionface actual receipt

Fleisherof the statute is satisfied.since theunimportant purpose
15,States, (1940);19 UnitedU.S.v. United 311& Constr. Co.Eng’r

331, 1955);Mass. Howell &(D.F.States v. 129 332Supp.Kagan,
105,122, 126,Graves, (1941);5 109Ala. So.Inc. v. 2d242Curry,

23,160, 161-62,Dowd, (1961);178v. 343 Mass. N.E.2d 24Sevigny
472,117, 120,Fund, 474Ore.v. State Accident Ins. P.2dStroh 261 492

the effect that actual(1972). This is in accord with our decisions to
of deliv­of in the mannernotice will cure technical defectsreceipt

781,625, 630,Inc., A.­v. 114 N.H.Smith 325 2dery. Dupuis Properties,
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341, 342, 11,(1974);783 N.H.v. 112 296 A.2d 12Jewett,Jewett
(1972).

The of the town that mail wouldargument delivery by registered
have of the the office staff isnoticesprevented bymishandling
without merit since the of the mail requirementpurpose registered
is to notice in transit not after of thesafeguard delivery. Receipt
notices the town office constituted actual as a noticeby bydelivery
mail is considered to have when it deliveredreached a isrecipient

627,Merrill, 608,where he §§mail. 1 M.receives Noticenormally
States, 226 F.2d 24,United (9th Cir. 1955);27-28633 (1952); Jones v.

209, 212,Social v. 56 Cal. 2d 132Department Gandy, App.of Welfare
241, (1942).P.2d 244

dismissed.Appeal

Duncan, sit;did not the concurred.othersJ.
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