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November,defendant,court found that sincethese facts the the
1879, in to receive notice of a suit from a summonswas a position
left at his home in and rendered a verdict in his favor.Ossipee,

notThe on the that the wasexcepted findingplaintiffs ground
warranted the facts.by

Quarles Weeks,S. D. and Frank for the plaintiffs.

F. B. for the defendant.Osgood,

Carpenter, J. In order to the of the statuteprevent running
limitations,of the debtor’s absence from the state must be such

be so himthat cannot served that the ob­process upon judgment
Cutts,in the suit will him v. 23tained bind Gilmanpersonally.

376; 348;Cutts, Cole,v.N. Gilman 27 v. 32H. N. H. Ward N.
452; Howe, 35, ; Rollins,H. v. N. 40 Brown v. 44Ward 38 H. N.

;446 v.H. Bell 52 N. 41. Service be madeH. may byLamprey,
an attested of the or summons at the defend­writ aleaving copy

Laws, 223,abode. Gen. c. 2ant’s ss. and. 3. the evidenceUpon
it was for the to find that the defend­courtcompetentreported,

abode, statute, was,within theant’s of the or that it wasmeaning
not, thewithin state six after the cause of action ac­during years

No error of law v. N.crued. was committed. 59Gray Fifield,
131; Rollins,H. 446, 447,Brown v. 44 N. H. 448:

overruled.Exceptions

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

Robin v. Bartlett.

theWhether whereplace damage was received on a is suffi-highway
statute,in a statement filed in with thecompliancedescribedciently

court;for the whether theordinarily damageis a was re-question
described, theis for jury.at the placeceived

statute,the as to of the an-descriptionof isinjury,The requirement
andreasonablya account ofcomplete comprehensiveswered suchby

extent as a of isperson ordinary intelligence capableits nature and
would to hisgive, whom he desirednaturally neighborandgiving,of

his badlyin what of and how he was hurt.part personto informfully
in the statementthe is described is asufficiently ques-Whether injury

court, fact,to be determined as a ofthe and will notquestiontion for
at theconsidered law term.beordinarily
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ofThe defectCase, a complainedfor injuries upon highway.
statement, herfiled verifiedThe bya snow-drift.was plaintiff’s

Bartlett, I Chestina Aofoath, follows: “To the townwas as
that on the 15thtown of Bartlettnotice to theRobin hereby give

1886, horse andwith a uponof while wagontravellingAprilday
in said town oftofrom Bartlettthe Conwayleadinghighway

Bartlett, from therodsat a about south-easterly placepoint twenty
theand near where roadWilliam Philbrooknow occupied by

Hill, defectreason of aturns to over Thorne insufficiencypass by
unsuitablesaid forwant of which renderedand repair highway

thereon, and was inI was thrown across the injuredtravel wagon
and received in-small of the back the side andthe and hip,upon

I cannot now describeand other whichternal injuries particularly
in said Ifor from said defectand said highwayinjuries resulting

sum of two thousand dollars.”from the towm of Bartlett theclaim
the of theto show thatThe evidence tended placeplaintiff’s

house and seventeenrods from Philbrook’saccident was thirty-one
The defendants’ evi-rods from the Thorne Plill road junction.

show the of the accident wasdence tended to that place fifty-five
forfrom house. The defendants movedor rods Philbrook’ssixty

verdict, did not out the exacta because the statement placepoint
denied, and the defendants ex-of the accident. The motion -was

ofThe court submitted the of the thequestioncepted. sufficiency
instructions, viz., Thestatement to the with thejury, following —“

theof the accident should be described in notice with suchplace
ascertained, located,it be or identified theexactness that may by

It wasauthorities without further information. not intendedtown
the should be to resort to thethat selectmen compelled injured

traveller, or other for information. Theto any person, description
authorities,such the townshould be with exactness thatgiven go-

notice, with-the with the be able to find iting upon ground may
its out. If find the of the accidentout pointed you placebeing

correct,isin the notice the notice is sufficient.given substantially
selectmen,Or, notice enable theif find the contains toenoughyou

the of the acci-reasonable to ascertaindiligence, placeby using
dent, exactness; otherwise,withthe is described sufficientplace
not.”

the after the accident the discovered aOn plaintiffmorning
since, and with other wombrectocele which has existed ever which

rendered unable to labordifficulties has her exceptperform any
Beforework as can be done while seated. she madesuch light

she examined in-the statement was whoby physicians,foregoing
ofher the the theformed of rectocele. questionUpon damages,

“ Thecourt instructed the that can recoverplaintiff damagesjury
the sustained reason of the accidentfor all injuries by [including

difficulties, accident,womb if caused thethe rectocele and other by
she is not limited the sum named in the Theand by notice].”

to the instruction the notice must be suffi-thatplaintiff excepted
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cient to enable tbe town authorities to ascertain the of theplace
accident without further information. The defendants excepted
to the notice,instructions in relation to and to the of the in-part
structions in to included inregard brackets.damages The jury
did not and theagree, raisedquestions the are re-by exceptions
served.

E. A. C. B.& Hibbard and F. B. for theOsgood, plaintiff.

G. M. Pitman,W. J. A. & Remick,andEdgerly, for theRay
defendants.

“Carpenter, J. Every person to hissustaining damage per-
son, team, or whilecarriage, ortravelling upon any highway bridge
thereon, obstruction, defect,reason ofby any or wantinsufficiency,
of it unsuitable forrepair, thereon, shall,travelrendering within
ten from the date of suchdays file withreceiving thedamage,
selectmen of the town and the clerk of the town or whichcity by

same,law be liable for the statement,a oath,writtenmay under
of the exact where and the time when suchplace was re-damage
ceived, a full of such same,the extentdescription injuries, of the
and the amount of Laws,claimed therefor.”damages Gen. 75,c.

7; 1885,s. Laws of c. 65.
In the determination of the of a statement filed undersufficiency

statute,the two arise. Does thequestions statement(1) describe
the exact within the of statute,theplace, meaning where it is
claimed that the was received ?—and if it doesdamage Was the(2),

in fact received at that ?damage The secondplace isquestion
; first,for the the to be determinedalways thejury ordinarily by

court, discretion,in its also be referredmay, to them. The sub-
mission of the of the of the statementquestion to thesufficiency

instructions,was not error in law. The takenjury andtogether”“with the omission theof words or to other asany person being
misconstruction,liable to were correct. A statement is not neces-

defective for the reason that monumentssarily mentioned in it are
unknown to the town officers and cannot be identified themby
without information from Ashland,others. Carr v. 62 N. H.

It be that one' of the of “amay full de-purpose requirement ”of such and the extent of thescription same is toinjuries enable
the of the town to of theofficers reasonableness of thejudge

claimed;amount is,of and that another to asdamages farprevent,
as an after-claim of for whichpossible, are eitherdamages injuries
fictitious or not thecaused accident.by The statute was not in-
tended to the A notrequire need beimpossible. personal injury
described with scientific Selectmen are notprecision. ordinarily
skilled in A of an in the accurate lan-descriptionsurgery. injury,

science,of that to them little or no informa-guage might convey
tion. The full the statute of adescription required by personal
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account ofa and comprehensiveis such completereasonablyinjury
isas of common capa­extent a intelligencenature and personits

to his whom heneighbor,and wouldble of naturally givegiving
and howof histo inform in what badlypart persondesired fully

the effect ofstatute does notThe expressly requirehurt.he was
in this from the similarto be differing particularthe injury stated —

; Perry v. Put­Nourse v. 51 Vt. 275of Vermont. Victory,statute
300;533; 52 Vt. Pratt v.Reynolds v. Burlington,52 Vt.ney,

Cabot,370; v. 54 242. Conse­Sherburne, Vt.53 BartlettVt.
need stated so far asresults of the beor only mayinjuryquences

statement beits extent. The must filedto describebe necessary
received,is be filedafter the theten damage maywithin days

the as itif it describes then ex­and is sufficient injurysame day,
it to be serious. Amay proveists. Although apparently slight,

orin renderbruise result paralysis,trifling may necessarysupposed
recoverThe notof a limb. plaintiff may damagesthe amputation

described, all thebut also for resultantfor the directlyinjuryonly
not untilappearthey mayconsequences, though long­injurious

537,533, 538. HePerry canv. Putney,afterwards. supra, bring
forsuit, not what he has suf­and hence recoverone onlybut may

suffer in the future afor all that he will as directfered, but also
N.v. 48 H.the 541.Railway,of Holyokeresult injury.

described in theis statement toanWhether injury sufficiently
to theand submission of evidencethe introduction jurywarrant

court,it, to befor the determined asto is ain questionregard
beIts will not revised atfact. the lawof findinga question

it couldevidence which bewas made.term if there upon properly
Harbor, N. H. 17.v. Centre 57Cummings

to the that was entitled toinstruction the re-plaintiffThe jury
for the rectoeele a the courtfindingcover presupposes bydamages

toof her was sufficient the in-thethat description injuries justify
of evidence ofsubmission to the thatandtroduction jury bodily

of Inasmuch as there is to be an-as a damages.ailment ground
offered,evidence be it is notand other deemedother trial may

whether the facts stated theto consider canadvisable upon finding
be supported.

the are limited towhether theThe plaintiff’s damagesquestion
the statement cannot arise unless thein asum claimed givejury

amount, is notand considered.greater
Case discharged.

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


