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interest,however, Loomis, inthat the holds assignment-plaintiff by
Mead, Gardner,Mason & and and therethe interest of both Co.

must be
theJudgment plaintiffs.for

Allen, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

COÖS.

Bolles v. Dalton.

who has notA claimant of for a filed his-damages highway,defective
75,Laws, 7,c. s.within the ten Gen.by mayclaim days prescribed

be allowed to file it s. if his omission was caused his9, by igno-under
law,rance of the without or fault on his and if “man-any neglect part,

ifest would otherwise be done.”injustice

ton, 9,Laws, 75,c. leave to file a claimPetit Gen. s. forupon
the defendants for caused a defectiveagainst damage by highway.

omitted to file her claim ten she-within becauseThe plaintiff days,
not know that the law a claim to be filed.did required

Jordan, theDrew forHay, plaintiff.

Fleteher, for theLadd defendants.8f

Doe, AC. J. traveller an from a defect of a-­receiving injury
and from his claim for dam­unavoidably preventedhighway, filing

ten to the months,within court within sixdays, may applyages
the court are ofand if that manifest would other­opinion injustice

done, L., 75,be allow his claimwise to be filed. c.G.they may
9. a decision of as. ofAny person aggrieved by judge probate,

fromwaswho therefrom withinprevented appealing sixty days,
misfortune,mistake, accident, or and not from his ownthrough

on within two be allowed anmay, petition years, appeal.neglect,
a,207, If,L., s. accident, mistake,e. 7. misfortune,G. orthrough

fails to enter his bill of at the nextexcepting lawparty exceptions
court,term, onthe filed within onepetition allow theyear, may

L., 208,entered. e.to be G. s. 15.bill A new trial bemay granted
done,has not been accident, mistake,when or mis­justice through

fortune, L.,and a further would 284,be e.G.hearing equitable.
24,1. In Parker’s 15 N. H.8. the examined theAppeal, petitioner

statute, but overlooked the a bond and notice.provision requiring
And it was held that the law;mistake eitherbe of fact or ofmay

notthat he could be with for ho examined thecharged neglect,
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himself;for of that as hestatute the and mis-purpose informing
course,histook the law which he intended to he shouldregulateby

allowed tobe appeal.
the toIf the of law was due no orplaintiff’s ignorance neglect

hers,of and if manifest would be doneiault byinjustice denying
tothis she should be allowed file her claim. There arepetition,

in to show on what•decisions casesanalogous tending grounds ap­
thisof kind should be or denied. Matthews v.grantedplications

289; 430;Tilton,N. H. Tilton v. 35 N. H. Moulton's35Fogg,
Petition, 532; Cole, 547;N. N.50 H. v. 57 H. Rice's Peti­Grout

598;tion, 200; Olcott,N. H. Holton v. N. H. v.58 58 Hutch­Rigney
198;257; Sabin,ins, N. H. N. v.9 v. 18 H. WeldEmery Chesley,

533; 170;Co.,E. Co. v. 22 N.20 N. H. N. M. F. Ins. L. M. H.
130; 372;Brown,v. 32 N. H. Coburn v. 32 N. H.Chase Rogers,

Davis,286;R. R. v. N. v. 38 N.N. L. 35 H. HandyStimpson,&
411; 40;Marshall, Wilson,v.Heath 46 N. H. v. 50H. Woodworth

220; Portsmouth, ante,T. Co.v. 33.N. H. G.&
Case discharged.

Stanley, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

Bailey.Underwood v.

thatbe a wouldcompulsorilycannot forappropriated highwayLand
the public.not accommodate

Appeal selectmen, forfrom the decision of on a laying-petition
defendant,Lancaster, andhia for the benefit of theout highway

selectmen,October, 1871,the of In theassessmentfrom damages.
defendant, over landof thethe laid out apetition highwayupon

takenand awarded the landto him forof the plaintiff, damages
wasThe whichfor the same. claimed anplaintiff duly appeal,

“ in theircommissioners, thatto the whoreferred county reported
ofis benefitsaid for the sole accommodation andhighwayopinion

;defendant, andand not for the of thethe accommodation public
that, of the courtif in the the selectmen had a rightlegalopinion

selectmen,out said affirm the decision of theto highway, theylay
out of thein the same and the award ofboth damages.”laying

H.and theBenton W. forHeywood, plaintiff.3f

,Jordan, forDrew the defendant.Ray, Sf

Foster, case is determined the ofJ. This the com-by report
“missioners the is for the solethat accommodationhighway and


