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responsibility students,is the education of :29,see RSA to189:1
while the school administrative salary,unit’s concern is with
benefits, generaland ofadministration the school districts within
the unit. (Supp.See RSA to 1979).189:43 :48

Pursuant (Supp.to 1979)RSA 189:43 the school boards of
each school administrative unit April“shall meet between first

year,and June first in placeeach at a bytime and fixed the
boards,chairmen of the organize byseveral choosingand shall a

May 12,chairman . . . adjourned.” On when the school board and
reconvened later as #11,School Administrative Unit it elected
Earl plaintiff DeNafio,Canfield however,chairman. The rightfully
is and has been the Chairman of the Dover School Committee since
January 7.

Nothing opinionin validitythis any bonds,shall affect the of
contracts, obligationsor other May 12, 1980,entered byinto since
either the board or the administrative unit.

Judgment plaintiffs.thefor

All concurred.

Public Utilities Commission
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Reno, (Richard orally), for Newof B. Couser& ConcordOrr
England Company.Power

generalBellotti, attorney (Alan Sherr,X. B. assistantFrancis
attorney general, orally), for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

Roberts, II, McDermott,attorney general (JohnDennis R.J.
attorneyspecial general, orally),assistant for the State of Rhode

Island.
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McDermott, specialBurke, (Johnadministrator R.F.Edward
ofgeneral, orally), the Island Divisionattorney for Rhodeassistant

and Carriers.Public Utilities

Stark, by curiae Conservationbrief for the amicusD.Steven
England.ofFoundation NewLaw

McDiarmid,Concord, Spiegel ofGfroerer, andof &&Barto
D.C., byWashington, amicus curiae Unaffiliatedbrief for the

Englandof NewMunicipal Wholesale CustomersMassachusetts
Company.Power

Jordan,acting generalSmith, attorney (DavidGregory W.H.
general, Hampshire.attorney orally), for the of NewStateassistant

orally,Shaine, Concord, by for theof brief andL.William
Legislative Utility Consumers’ Council.

Concord, bySoden, for the amicusSulloway, of brief&Hollis
Company Hampshire.of NewPublic Servicecuriae

DOUGLAS, validity of an order of thecase involves theJ. This
(hereinafter “PUC”)Hampshire Public Utilities CommissionNew

withdrawing Englandfrom the Newpursuant to 374:35RSA
“NEPCO”) toCompany (hereinafter permission transmitPower

generated Hampshirehydroelectricity to other States. Wein New
the order and remand.affirm

1979,21, investigationanNovember the PUC institutedOn
to it should revoke itsunder RSA determine whether374:35

generated byapproval exportation powerof the of electricearlier
hydroelectric Hampshire.infacilities located New RSA 374:35
provides:

“Transmitting Electricity theOut Stateof
Required. corporation engaged374:35 Permission No

generation energy by powerin the of electrical water
engage transmitting conveyingshall in the business of or

beyond state,the same the confines of the unless it shall
file publicfirst notice of its intention so to with thedo

utilities commission and obtain an order of said commis-
permitting engage Anysion it to in such business. such

corporation engaged transmittingin the business of or
conveying energy beyondsuch electrical the confines of

pursuantthis state to ordersuch shall discontinue such
part,business in whole or in to such andextent under

order,may whenever,such conditions as the commission
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corporation hearingafter notice to such thereon,and the
energycommission shall find that such electrical or the

portion by reasonablythereof affected said order is
required publicfor use within this state and that the
goodrequires that it be delivered for such use.”

proceedings subjectNEPCO moved to dismiss the for lack of
jurisdiction. September 19,matter The denied thePUC motion. On

hearings,,1980, after several the issued the order inPUC
controversy, timely appealand filedNEPCO a to this court. The
order reads as follows:

permission granted England“ORDERED, that the New
Company (NEPCO) hydroelectricPower to transmit

energy from within the boundaries of the State to
hereby thirty (30)outside the State is withdrawn as of

days Order;from the date of this and it is
arrange-ORDERED,FURTHER that NEPCO make

previously exported hydroelectricments to sell the
energy persons, municipalitiesto utilities and within the

Hampshire thirty days(30)State of New within of the
Order;date of this and it is

upon completionORDERED,FURTHER that the of
againboth units at Seabrook the Commission will re-

exportation.”examine the issue of

granted stay preserve quoWe a of the order to the status ante
pending our decisionon the merits.

BackgroundI.
utilitypublic predominantly engagedNEPCO is a in the

generation electricity partof for sale in the wholesale market. As
generating operates hydroelectricmix,of its NEPCO owns and six

generating comprised twenty-seven alongstations of units the
HampshireConnecticut River in New and Vermont. All six

federallystations are licensed under Part I of the Federal Power
twenty-oneAct, §§16 U.S.C. 792-823. The units located in New

Hampshire capacity megawatts.have a of 420
power produced byNEPCO sells the these stations to wholesale
Hampshire, Massachusetts,customers in New and Rhode Island.

energy dispatched through regional power-poolingThe is a
system composed sixty England (NEPOOL),of inutilities New
comprising ninety-eight percent generating capacityo.fthe in New
England. seventy-five percent powerNEPCO sells of its in

percent Hampshire’sMassachusetts. Less than six of New
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regularenergy from NEPCO’spresently receivespopulation
customers.wholesale

separates ofthe StatesRiverUniquely, while the Connecticut
up low water markHampshire, to thethe riverand NewVermont

Hampshire.of Newside lies within the Stateon the Vermont
593, (1933); see RSAHampshire, 619-20v. 289New U.S.Vermont

is, therefore,part of Connecticut Riverto The northern the1:1 :8.
Hampshire.by McGilvrapeople of the of New Seeowned the State

70, right partiesRoss, private to use it(1909). of215 79 Thev. U.S.
electricity Hampshire has beenproduce for Newto use outside

effect,PUC,374:35, :36, citizens’by in thewith thelimited RSA
legislatively delegated “trustee.”

has,authority,statutory from time tothePursuant to its PUC
hydroelectric power.time, requests exportapproved toNEPCO’s

See, England Powere.g., Power & NewConnecticut River Co.
302, (1954); PowerCompany, 311-1236 N.H.P.U.C. Grafton

194, (1929).Company, NEPCO concedes that12 201N.H.P.S.C.
permissionpredecessor companyor has obtained1926 it asince

electricity plantsexport all in Newto fromfrom the PUC
Station, priorHampshire except constructed toVernon which was

1913.
PUC,According surplus power produced into of Newthe the

during century justifiedHampshire thethe first half of this PUC’s
permission years.grants export lateof to in those In the 1920’s

hydroelectricity forty-five percentprovided Hampshire’sof New
and, highestenergy Maine,exception this was thewith the of

country.electricity anywherepercentage producedso inof the In
percentage forty-nine percent. Today,had the1951 the risen to

biggest State,electricityretail seller of in the Public Service
Company eighty-three percentHampshire, ofof New serves the

onlypopulation, generating percentbut its mix includes 4.6
hydroelectric stations,by accordingproduced to the PUC. NHPUC

14,492 19,Report accompanying (Sept. 1980).Order at 6

ActII. Federal PowerThe
Act,argues PowerI and II of the Federal 16NEPCO that Parts

792-824k, Traditionally,preempt theRSA 374:35.§§U.S.C.
byregulation performeda function Stateof electric utilities was

legislation maypower.governments police Federalunder their
regulation, only Congress expresslyif sosupersede butsuch State

if Jones v. Rathprovides or federal and State laws conflict.
519,Co.,Packing (1977). IWhen it enacted Parts430 U.S. 525-26

Act, Congress expresslynotof the Power didand II Federal
See, e.g., Depositorypreempt as it in statutes.State law has other
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Deregulation MonetaryInstitutions and Act of 1980Control §
96-221,511(a), (toPub. in 12L. No. 94 Stat. 132 be codified U.S.C.

86a); 28, 202, amendingAct of December 1979 the Federal§ §
Deposit (12 1811-1831),Insurance Act Pub. L. No. 96-U.S.C. §§
161, (to 1831a).93 Stat. 1233 be codified in 12 OurU.S.C. §
inquiry, therefore, somust be whether the federal law conflicts

preemptwith State law as to it.

Congress’s primary objective enactingin Part I of the
Act, 792-823,Federal Power 16 was toU.S.C. control§§

comprehensively development power alongthe of water the
navigable waterways throughnation’s the ofissuance licenses to

operateconstruct and dams and reservoirs. TribeChemehuevi of
FPC, 395, CongressIndians v. (1975).420 400-05U.S. did not

preempt regulationutilitythe entire field of electric when it
I,enacted Part which left the States with their traditional

jurisdiction utilities, except relatingelectricover for matters to
Comm’n,the Coop.issuance of licenses. See First Iowa v. Power

152, (1946). example, regulation328 U.S. 171 ofFor State
electricity consumers,intrastate sales of to ultimate such as the

Companyretail of Hampshire,customers Public NewService of
remains in State hands. 16 U.S.C. 813.§

argues interpretation applicationNEPCO that the and ofPUC’s
licensingRSA power374:35 conflict with the of the federal

government disagree.under Part I. We The order does notPUC’s
require compliance precedentwith as a toRSA 374:35 condition
securing a federal license Part Coop.under I. Iowa v.See First

Comm’n, supraPower Hampshire soughtat 170. New has not to
hydroelectricstop development of the River andConnecticut does

challenge granted yearsnot the licenses to theNEPCO over under
Part I of the Federal Power Act. Because we find that there is no

I,conflict between RSA 374:35 and Part concludewe that the
preemptfederal statute does not the State law.

questionThe more difficult is Part II ofwhether the
Act,Federal 824-824k,Power preempts16 U.S.C. §§ RSA

years I,374:35. Seven after the enactment of Part Rhode Island
sought regulateto utilitythe rates at which a within that State

powersold to a wholesale customer in Massachusetts. The
Supreme of regulationCourt the United held rateStates that such

impermissiblewas an burden on interstate commerce. Pub. Util.
Co., 83,Comm’n (1927).v. Attleboro 273 90U.S.

decision,As a regulationresult of the Attleboro there nowas of
regulationinterstate electric rates. Such is thewithin exclusive
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1935,Inclause. Id.Congress commerceunder theofdomain
legislativeenactinggap by Part II. TheCongress to fill thechose

following:history includes theof that amendment

to theamendmentsbill makes certainII of the“Title
for thepresent Power Act and establishesWaterFederal

companiesutilityregulation of electricfirst time
transmitting energy in Underinterstate commerce ....

StatesSupreme of the Unitedof the Courtthe decision
E.Steamv. Attleboro &in Public Utilities Commission

charged in interstateCo., (273 83), the ratesU.S.
bymay regulated thenot bewholesale transactions

gives Power Commissionthe FederalStates. Part II
regulatejurisdiction to these rates.

Rep. Thus,1318, Cong. (1935).1st Sess. 7-8H.R. No. 74th
field ofCongress clearly preempt theexpressed intention toan

ofchargedregulation in transmissionof the interstaterates
electricity.

exemptedHowever, 201(b) specificallyof the statute§
enacted,jurisdiction. thatAscertain State laws from federal

provided:subsection

provisions applyof transmis-“The this Part shall to the
energy thesion of in interstate commerce and toelectric

energyof at in interstatesale electric wholesale
commerce, any ofapplynot other salebut shall to

energy deprive ofor a or State commissionelectric State
exportationauthorityits lawful now exercised over the

energyhydroelectric is across aof which transmitted
State line....”

(Emphasis added.) (current49 atStat. 847 version 16 U.S.C. §
824(b) (Supp. 1980)).

legislative explainshistory purpose ofof that section theThe
language. Representatives,ofthat When the bill reached the House

language regarding “lawful”the Senate version did not contain the
hydroelectricityauthority producedof to ofStates control the flow

waters;by inserted it. H.R.their the House Commerce Committee
Rep. 1318, CongressmanCong. (1935).No. 74th 1st Sess. 27 Said
Rogers Hampshire:of New

attention, ifword. I do I“Just one further want to call
moment,a to as ofhave the fact that a result the service

by junior Hampshirerendered the Senator from New
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publicon the service commis-Fred H. Brown][Senator
time,State, long publicfor a have had asion of our we

rightsproperly protects ofwhich theservice commission
against [publiccursesthe citizens as these damnable

originallyutility companies]; but the Senate bill as
all,states,deprive in ofcertain I thinkdrawn would five

rights they exportationthe ofcertain which have over
hydroelectric energy which is transmitted across the

byThis theState line. situation has been taken care of
Committee, it,hope youHouse and I when come to

II, youpart grant privilegesection 201 of that will us the
continue, years,to as we have been for our22 to exercise

right hydroelectric energyexportationState over the of
produced up intransmitted across State lines but there

granite Hampshire.”the hills of New

Cong. twenty-two(1935) (emphasis added).79 TheRec. 10527
years quite obviously legislation inrefers to the 1913 New

Act,amendingHampshire the Public Commission1911 Sevice
presently specificallyRSA Thus the subsection was374:35.

preserve powerintended to the of a or its commission overState
theelectricity toexportation then-existingof under similarlaws

statute,Hampshire recognizedNew which were as valid and
221,Corporation,lawful. See Harbor Water Power 5 F.P.C.Safe
295,Comm’n,(1946);235 v. Public 345United States Utilities U.S.

(1953).300 n.4

III. Federal Constitution

Massachusetts,The Commonwealth of and other amici
curiae, argue Congress constitutionallythat could not enact §

They201(b). that, Congress mayassert while exempt all States
congressionalfrom an authorityexercise of under the commerce

clause, may legislateit respectnot with exemptto some andStates
others. present authority.But the amici Nothing requiresno that
the totallycommerce clause be exercised in a uniform manner
geographically. Secretary Agri. Co.,Roig 604,v. Cent. 338 U.S.of

(1950). fact,616 In Supremethe expresslyCourt has noted that
Congressthere is legislateno rule equallythat respectmust with

to all States or Katzenbach,not at all. South Carolina v. 383 U.S.
301, (1966).328-29

argue privilegesThe amici that the and immunities clause
Constitution, IV, 2,of the United States alsoU.S. Const. art. §

prohibits Congress. only authority theysuch an act of The are able
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Tribe,treatise,to cite is a footnote in a L. American
unable,(1978).LawConstitutional 6-31 at 403 n.18 We are§

however, single privilegesto find a holds thecase that that and
Congress’s powerimmunities clause restricts theunder commerce

generally Ass’n, 510,clause. See Haavik Alaskav. Packers 263 U.S.
(1924); Duehay Co., 768,515 v. Acacia Mut. 105Ins. F.2d 775Life

(D.C. 1939); Lung O’Cheskey, Supp. 928,Cir. 358 F. 931v.
mem.,(D.N.M.), (1973).414 802 thatU.S. The fact Article IVaff’d

generally applies theto States leads us to conclude that the
privileges and applyimmunities clause was meant to to the States

Congress.and not to

argues goesorder intoif theMassachusetts that PUC
propertydeprivedin that will be of withouteffect consumers State

just compensation of thein violation of the fourteenth amendment
argument merit.find to be withoutU.S. Constitution. We that

premiseargument speculativeis on the thatMassachusetts’s based
in thatwill able to its to consumersNEPCO be increase rates

hydroelectric powercheaperloss of but thatState to reflect the
adjustments expensesthe ofNEPCO will not make to offset

NEPCO,maintaining however,operating isplants.and those
subject Energy Regulatory (herein­to the Federal Commission’s

“FERC”) jurisdiction ofafter in the establishment rates. 16 U.S.C.
Co.,Light (1972).404824d. FPC v. Florida Power & U.S. 453§ Cf.

authority hearings ofuponto hold thehas the lawfulnessFERC
change pendingany proposed suspendand to a therate rate

hearing. 824d(e). proof16 The burden of that an increasedU.S.C. §
just upon utility.israte and reasonable is the Id. Massachusetts

projectedshown its ever If ithas not us that scenario will occur.
maydoes, argument thatthe Commonwealth raise its at time.

arguesStates, thatRelying Fry Massachusettson v. United
exercising powerCongress itsprohibits fromthe amendmenttenth
impairs the States’“in fashion thatclause aunder the commerce

effectively in federalability aintegrity functionor their to
however,542, refers(1975). phrase,system.” That421 547U.S. n.7

government andthe federalthe States vis-a-visto function ofthe
prohibitsamendmentrespect The tenthto other States.not with

sovereigntyinfringing withgovernment from on Statethe federal
League“integral governmentalregard functions.” Nationalto of

Regulation833, of electricUsery, (1976).426 855Cities v. U.S.
function,governmental theandis not essentialutilities an State

Congress case.prohibit in thisnot the act ofamendment doestenth
applied in theargues andas construedthat RSANEPCO 374:35
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orderPUC violates the commerce clause of the United States
Constitution, I, 8,U.S. Const. art. cl. 3.§

Hampshire sovereignNew was one of the thirteen States
governmentthat created delegatedthe federal and to it certain

powers, amongenumerated power Congresswhich was the of to
regulate among I, 8,commerce the States. U.S. Const. art. cl. 3.§
Control over electricitythe interstate transmission of is within the

power Congress.commerce Co.,of FPC v. ElectricUnion 381 U.S.
90, (1965);94 Co.,Pub. Util. Comm’n v. Attleboro at273 U.S. 86.
Congress powerexercised that when it enacted the Federal Power
Act, 16 issuing order,U.S.C. 792-825r. In§§ its the actedPUC

authority expresslywithin its preserved byas 201(b) of that act.§
824(b). might questionable,16 U.S.C. itWhile be in§ the absence

201(b) Act,of of authoritythe Federal Power that§ there would be
Hampshirefor New electricityto interdict the flow of that would

States,otherwise continue to Philadelphiabenefit two sister see v.
Jersey, (1978),New 437 U.S. 617 that is not the case here.

Congress, through power, may “permitits thecommerce clause
regulatestates to the commerce in a manner which would not

Arizona,permissible.otherwise be . . .” Southern Co. v. 325Pacific
761, (1945).U.S. 769

correctly points SupremeNEPCO out that.the United States
parochial impedeCourt has ruled that laws the flow ofState that

goods or natural resources into infirminterstate commerce are
See, DuMond,under e.g.,the commerce clause. Hood v. 336& Sons

(1949) (milk); Packing Haydel,U.S. 525 Foster 1Co. v. 278 U.S.
(1928) (shrimp); Co.,Oklahoma v. Kansas Nat. 221 229Gas U.S.
(1922) (natural gas). Reeves, Stake,But see Inc. v. 100 S. Ct. 2271

(upholding right(1980) the of processedSouth Dakota to withhold
cement, produces, market).which it from the interstate Those

distinguishable expresscases are in of thethat none them involved
Congressof power.consent in the exercise of its commerce

question order falls withinThe remains whether the PUC’s
exemption provided by Congress. otherthe and the StatesNEPCO

argue inattempt electric ratesthat the order is an to controlPUC
They hydroelectricthat allviolation of the commerce clause. assert

goes grid withpower and is mixedinto an interstate transmission
power, cut itsother but the does not intend that NEPCOPUC

gridrunning hydroelectric plants andinto thelines from its
onlyrunning Hampshire utilities.construct new lines to New

Rather, simplyargues thatNEPCO that the PUC intends NEPCO
adjust give Hampshire the benefit ofits to consumersrates New

price hydroelectricity.the of
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withdrawsplain. itorder is RSA 374:35The PUC Under
beexport hydroelectric power orders that it soldpermission andto

giveisHampshire purpose to NewItsto New consumers.
getnowHampshire power of which its residentsthe benefit of that

inonly percent. power presently mixed theisabout six Since the
power beingpart isgrid, thewhat ofNEPCO must decide

assigned in order to determineand Islandto Massachusetts Rhode
comply withcharges can theits to customers in those States. It

byhydroelectric power methodexport the sameorder not toPUC’s
goingpowerhydroelectricsimply that all of theand determine

grid assigned Hampshire. This not a controlthe is to isinto New
assignment power.of the Ifof rates rather control of thebut a

ninety percent goingisnow overNEPCO can determine that
that one hundredHampshire, it determineoutside New can

percent Hampshire.will remain in New
jurisdiction (aschallenge of FERCdoes theThe not thePUC

sellingCommission) overto the utilitiessuccessor Federal Power
generated whollysolely energyin that beenintrastate markets has

Lightpartor in from of State. FPC v. Florida Power &out See
Co.,Co., (1972); Edison 376404 453 v. Southern Cal.U.S. F.P.C.

(1964). turn on the merelatter did notU.S. 205 The cases
gridutilityof transmissioninterconnection a with an interstate

countryeveryjust utility in is so connected. Ifbecause about the
fiftyFERC,simple,were not the Statethe matter that then and

remote,bodies,regulatory all the mostwould control but
miniscule, country.and inobscure utilities the

The did in its of the State statute atnot err constructionPUC
hearingslengthyproperly gave andissue and notice and held

investigations during past year. andthe States could didOur sister
fully participate before the PUC.

FindingsIV. the PUCof
findingsNext, arethat the PUC’sNEPCO asserts

theunjust will not overturn PUCand unreasonable. This court
unjust,findings as aarbitrary, or unreasonableits areunless

v. PublicLegislative Consumers’ Councilmatter of State law. Util.
1083,Com., 972, 974, (1977). TheA.2d 1084117 N.H. 380Util.

inpower now Newquestion is not is neededwhether some
concludingjustifiedHampshire in thatbut the iswhether PUC

reasonablyhydro-generated power required for use within this“is
good it forpublic requiresthe that be deliveredstate and that

such use.” RSA 374:35.
growing ofHampshire north FloridaNew is the Statefastest

Mississippi of rosepopulationthe the Stateand east of River. The
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percentpercent and 24.6 from 1970 to21.5 from 1960 to 1970
1980, andapproximately times faster than the entire nation 1.71.6

region Island hastimes faster than the from 1960 to 1970. Rhode
growthactually during years. inpopulation the last few Thelost

may capacity byHampshire outpacepower in 1982-demand New
in or that it did83. cannot conclude that the PUC was errorWe

predictit when it declined tonot have sufficient evidencé before
capacity of the Power Stationwhether the Seabrook Nuclear

would that shortfall.alleviate
hydroelectric power cheaperis to theThe thatPUC concluded

year,approximately depending on seasonalextent of million a$25
power help replaceother factors. That wouldflow of the river and

generation ofexpensive oil-fired on which most Newthe
depends. expert pointedHampshire out that the Publicnow One

Hampshire’s perCompany of rate kilowatt hourService New
losses,by percent. lineexceeds rate about 25 Due toNEPCO’s

hydroelectric economically inpower delivered thiscan be more
higherHampshire due to theRates to consumers areState. New

major hydroelectricHampshire’sof stations’lack access to New
consumers,savingsoutput; Hampshire if thethe to Newdollar

State,power is sold within this would be substantial.
Authorityclearly the action ofRSA authorizes the PUC.374:35

ais not confined to situations where there isunder the statute
regardlessshortage power price it isof of but whenever

“reasonably required the cost offor use within the State.” When
exorbitant,bypower produced the lessother methods becomes

reasonably required forhydroelectric powerexpensive becomes
Hampshireofneeds NewThe economicwithin the State.use

thegood requires thatpublicsuch that theconsumers are
beinginstead offor their usehydroelectric power deliveredbe

part ofretaliatory improper on themotiveexported. orfind noWe
Hampshiregood” requiringin New“publicis nothe TherePUC.
export themay continue tothat itimport expensive oil soto OPEC

findings of theuphold PUC.hydroelectric power. thecheaper We
ImplementationV.

Finally, vagueargues that the is so andNEPCO PUC order
ambiguous comply. Nothingthat it cannot on the face of the PUC

requires rates, modifications, accountingorder new contract or
adjustments, may naturally exportbut these flow from the

arrange-requiredtermination. The has “to makePUC NEPCO
hydroelectric power Hampshire,ments to sell” its in New and

theseNEPCO must do so. It is not clear to this court how some of
“arrangements” partieswill be made. We therefore remand for the
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develop implementation. must makethe mechanics of NEPCOto
adjustments filings appropriateappropriate federaland with the

Hampshireagencies toto enable Newand State administrative
hydroelectricregain power.the benefit of its

Remanded.

All concurred.

Hillsborough
No. 79-384

Irving SingerL.

v.

Indemnity CompanyTravelers

26, 1980December

orally,byDakar, Manchester, for theandof briefVictor W.
plaintiff.

Freund,Faulkner, Plaut, Hanna, of KeeneZimmerman &
(George orally),Freund, Jr., for the defendant.R.

SuperiorappealBrock, order of theThis is an from anJ.
declaratorydismissingJ.) plaintiffs petition{Goode, forCourt

judgment being timely For reasons491:22.as not filed under RSA
follow,which we reverse.

August present proceedingspersons party8, 1977, theOn not to
brought alleging,against plaintiff alia,inter that he hadsuit the

theypremises him,leased fromthem out of which hadlocked
causing damages.thereby terminating Theand themthe lease

agentallegesplaintiff andhis insurancethat he then contacted
many commercialwas that none of the individual andinformed

providedpolicies him withininsurance he then had effect


