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facts,In the of these the situation before us islight clearly
from that 434,in State v. 110distinguishable N.H.Manoly,

611270 A.2d where the(1970), defendant was not informed
thethat court was not bound to follow the county attorney’s

recommendation.
short, Stone,In his and thefully understanding rights

act,of hispossible chose toconsequences voluntarily plead
Now, because, stated,as his counsel is notguilty. “[H]e

sentence,satisfied” with the court’s he wishes to withdraw
his of reenter a of not and haveplea guilty, plea guilty,
his case tried a His motion to withdraw hisby jury. plea
of was denied. ABA Standards toguilty properly Relating
Pleas of § (b)2.1 Draft 1968).Guilty (Approved

overruled.Exception
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OrcuttNourie, Sundeen, WilliamS.& andPingree BiggWiggin,
Com-Fire InsuranceOrcutt Union Mutualorally) for{Mr.

pany.

orally)DevineDevine, Millimet, Shane& BranchStahl {Mr.
Company.Indemnityfor Globe

Grimes, declaratory judgmentaappeal pre-fromThisJ.
injury,question King’sus with the whether Robert N.sents

which ice in the whileslipped drivewayoccurred when he on
Harriman,by Gladysan ownedpushing automobile Mrs.

out of the maintenance or use of theownership,arose
under theprimary coverageautomobile so to fixas

the Globeliability coverage provided by policyautomobile
rather than the Union Mutual. Globepolicyhomeowner’s of

a vehicleIndemnity liability pol-had issued motorCompany
obligatedcar. Globeicy policyon Mrs. Harriman’s This

Indemnity payto of Mrs. Harriman all whichon behalf sums
aslegally obligated pay damagesthe insured shall become to

.,injury by any personof: A. . .bodilybecause sustained aris-
the of theing ownership,out of maintenance or use owned
....”automobile

daughter, MajorieMrs. Harriman with herresided
Richards, injurythe King’sat where Mr. occurred.premises

Mutual CompanyUnion Fire Insurance had issued to Mrs.
bodilyitpolicy” payRichards a “homeowners to allobligating

Richards oninjury against pre-claims Mrs. that occurred the
injured.where Mr. UnionKing policymises was The Mutual

arisinga to lossprovided respectcontained clause that “with
use,maintenance, loadingout of the ownership, operation,

(1) premises orunloading anyor of automobile ... at the
notways immediately adjoining,.the .. insurance shallthis

anyto the extent that valid and collectible insuranceapply
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or basis,excesson a is available to theprimary, contingent
insured”.

Union Mutual a forbrought petition declaratoryjudgment
to determine whether Globe mustIndemnity provide primary
insurance the “out of the own-because arosecoverage injury

maintenance or of the Harriman automobile.use”ership,
The trial court found that out the owner-the arose ofinjury

maintenance or of the and thatuse owned automobileship,
Globe thetherefore hadIndemnity primary coverage obliga-
tion. All of record were reserved and transferredexceptions

Mullavey,by J.
Mr. with fellow to the Harrimanwas sent aKing employee

house,house to start the Harriman car. theatUpon arriving
Mr. to andwas motioned Mrs. Harriman Mrs.King by
Richards from their window that the car was in the garage.
Mr. entered the and found that the batteryKing garage

He thewas dead. and his fellow then caremployee pushed
out of the and to it thegarage attempted push up icy driveway.

iceon the and suit MajorieKing slipped brought against
Richards and of the estate ofas administratrixindividually

S. Harriman.Gladys
Globe the of ice onthat accumulationIndemnity argues

the was the of thecausepremises proximate alleged injury
and that the motor vehicle had no with the acci-connection
dent. We cannot agree.

The Globe for accidentspolicy provided coverage arising
out of the maintenance of the Harrimanor useownership,
automobile. Such a clause has been this courtinterpreted by

from, of,to mean accidents or out ororiginating growing
from the or vehicle.use maintenance of the insuredflowing

464, 348,470-71,Carter v. N.H. 160 353102 A.2dBergeron,
A the(1960). that was andfinding injury directly proximately

caused its use or maintenance is not Easternby required.
Co., 407,Co. v. Mut. Cas. 144101 N.H.Transp. A.2dLiberty

911 (1958) and cited therein.cases All that is isnecessary
thethat accident was connected with the use orcausally

maintenance of the insured vehicle. Carter v. Bergeron, supra
471, 354; 1at 160 at The Law of Insur-A.2d Long, Liability

Annot.,§ance see 89(1972);1.22 150 (1963).A.L.R.2d
We hold that there thewas sufficient evidence to warrant
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injury arose out of the ownership,thethatfindingtrial court’s
Therefore thethe car. Globe Indem-use oformaintenance

primary coverage.insuranceprovidemustnity Company

Decree remanded.affirmed;

All concurred.
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