
381

bycorrectly found the Courtprevailing time,rate at thepay at the
is entitled to receive now.per$25 week and that is all heto be

$100.Judgment plaintifffor for

All concurred.
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Cooper, Cooper plaintiff.Hall & Grimes for the(Mr. orally),

andGregoire (by orally),Ovila J. brief for the defendant.

Johnston, parties agree only respectthat issueJ. Both the with
liability injuryto is from which Mr. Glidden died was anwhether the

arising employment.of Thisaccidental one out his resolves itself
inquestioninto the of the blow resulted the contusionwhether that

preceded hemorrhage,and was a cause of the cerebral or whether the
by I. Glidden,latter was induced natural causes within Walter and

bump of of control over Ifthe an incident his loss himself. the
correct, any injury didpropositionsof these is not arise out ofsecond

employment by compensable. Guayand is not v.the the defendant
H.Company, 392; Proctor,83 N. H. Eaton v. 85 N. Zwiercan v.398;

196; Company,v. N. H. 287.Company, 87 N. H. Ahern 88
exceptions question relatingno topresentSince the defendant’s

specific findings Court,the' of the trial the motions to dismiss the
anypetition properly denied if is evidence on which awere there

plaintiff Bridges Company,verdict for the could be rendered. v. 85
220,N. H. 224.

It could be found from the evidence that the decedent’s death was
weakeninga blow with of blooddue to on the forehead the the vessels

brought by concussion,in brain the 1933 and the strain ofthe about
performed August 4, 1943, contributingthe work as causes. The

attending physician atdoctor, who was Mr. Glidden’s least as far
1933, gave opinionas in as that the intracranialback the accident his

hemorrhage by onbrought head,”was on blow received the“the he
type rupture,”that it “would blood of that tocause weakened vessels

physical tankrequiredand that the exertion to install the that the
put contributingin in ofplacedeceased “would be a cause the case

Glidden to condition which to his death.” This ex-Walter the led
pert malignant hypertensionMr. didtestified that Glidden not have

person age;of facts: it is in a of his therebecause various uncommon
symptoms prior accident;no to the diastolic bloodwere of such the

pressure hospitalwhen first taken in was 90 rather than 110 orthe
120; finally paralysis precederightand the on the side did not the

eye probabilities theyover left of thatcontusion the because the
expertswould have on the same side. One of the medicalboth been
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ofcommonest cause an intra-that thefor defendant testifiedthe
ofyoung ruptureman is the a minutehemorrhage in acranial

pressure.”highis with blood More-this “associatedaneurysm but
doctor had this in mindplaintiff’sit is to assume that theover, fair

hemorrhage.caused the cerebralthat the blowhe testifiedwhen
conflicting testimony,and other it wouldthe medicalweighingFrom

probablefind it was more thanto that other-not be unreasonable
preceded and was a cause ofblow the intracranialwise that the

withhemorrhage. plain contusion no abrasions on the face wasThe
drivewaythe fall on the andas come from somenot would havesuch

cause indicated.wasother
compensationLaws, fixes the toChapter 216 of the Revised which

entitled, toplaintiff is is silent as interest. Under thesethewhich
generalthe on sub-circumstances, it been held that statute thishas

App. 681; SunnyHiggins, 108 Ind. Pointject applies. v.Hatfield
921,F. cases “In(2d) and cited. otherPacking Faigh,Co. v. 63
compensation pro-acts noin which workmen’s havejurisdictions,

interest, generalrespectwith to interest has beenthe statutevision
to and have found no case in-... have been referredapplied. We

practice.” opinion.this P. 925 of the latterwith Theconsistent
applicable L.,in that is is R.general statute this state c.interest

plaintiff isAccordingly,1. the entitled to interest from thes.396,
only. Although Blodgett Park,the case of v.the 76date of award

a peti-for to rather than a435, 437,N. is debt recover forfeitureH.
following language tocompensation,workmen’s the seems betion for

gives purportswhich this action to limitpoint:in “The statute the
torecovery; consequently,of the test determineamount the whether

timeto interest from the the trees were cutplaintiffthe is entitled
legislatureinquireis to intendedthe verdict whether the himuntil

giveto himit. . . If it had intended interest as well asto have .
probableit is it wouldtrees,times value of have usedfive the the

express intention; them,and as it toapt to its failed use itwords
injured person is not tobe held that the entitled interest.”must

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.


