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861,Action, 558 F.2dv. Citizens Com.Planned ParenthoodSee for
1977).(8th Cir.871

andReversed remanded.

J.,Batchelder, sit.did not
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McKean, (Edgar McKean,Chandler ofSnierson. & Laconia D.
III, orally),on the plaintiff.brief and for the
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Devine, Millimet, P.A., (MollyBranch of ManchesterStahl & S.
Mugler orally),on the brief and for the defendants.

King, presents questionC.J. This case the of whether the trial
concludingcourt erred in that the defendant Lumberman’s Mutual

Casualty coverageCompany plaintiff’swas not liable for of the
error,Findinginjury.work-related no we affirm.

1974, Rioux,January plaintiff, George openedIn the anJ.
Antiques”antique store known as “Flea Market at the Weirs in

Laconia, time,Hampshire. plaintiff appliedAt that theNew for
coveragecompensationworkmen’s insurance for his business. On

form, onlyapplication he listed the Weirs address under “loca-the
negativeplaces” and in the to thetion of all work answered form

you completingquestion operate in“Do other states?” Before the
application, plaintiffthe asked the insurance broker whether his

bybuying trips policy.locations would be covered the Theto other
antiquetrips incidentalbroker answered that to his business

would be covered.
1975, plaintiff placethe of the closed his ofIn autumn business

DuringHampshire and left for Florida for six months. hisin New
Florida, daughter’sin a there intime he maintained warehouse his

26, 1976,garage. approximatelyOn March after five months in
Florida, injured unloadingplaintiff back in whilethe his Florida

glassware boughtfrom his automobile he had in Florida. The Mas-
(Robert Carignan, Esq.) plaintiff inter A. found that the was the

selling injury.process at the time of theof merchandise
broughtplaintiffThe a claim for benefits under his workmen’s

compensation policyinsurance before the labor commissioner in
denied,early request appealedplaintiff’s he1978. After the was to

Belknap County Superior Court. The master concluded that nothe
coverage plaintiff’s injuryfor the was under hisavailable work-

policy. approved bycompensation The wasmen’s master’s order
1980,Superior J.)(Cann, plaintiffinthe Court October and the

appealed to this court.
plaintiff’sthat the activities in FloridaThe master found were

sufficiently Hampshireto hisnot related New business to afford
coverage Additionally,policy.him under his insurance the master

separateplaintiff carried on a in Flor-concluded that the business
Florida,plaintiff placea work inida. Because the had the master

obligationstated that he had an to disclose that information to the
disclosure,insurance such a he “couldcarrier. Without not reason-

ably expected policyhave that the would cover his business activ-
ity exclusively Hampshire (RSAoutside of the State of New
281:13).” agree.We
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operating a busi­plaintiff wasthequestion whetherofThe
Hampshire is ain Newbusinessto hisunrelatedin Floridaness

testimony andthedepends onanswerand thequestion,factual
there wasthatWe concludeat trial.credibility witnessesof the

findings. Seesupport the master’stoat trialevidencesufficient
Exeter, 120Townv.ManchesterBankNational ofMerchants of
Whitehouse,Hynes1016, (1980); v.1017157, 160, 412 A.2dN.H.

876, (1980).417, 420, 878415 A.2d120 N.H.

insur­requires that theargues 405:43that RSAplaintiffThe
agree. SeeWecarrier.knowledge imputed to thebebroker’sance

656, (1969).373, 659370,Fontaine, 256 A.2d109 N.H.Bergeron v.
by brokerthereceivedhowever, onlycase, informationtheIn this

his Newtrips toincidentalmakeintended toplaintiffthethatwas
agree, thefound, thatweandThe masterHampshire business.

Hamp­his Newtoincidentalwere nottrips Floridatoplaintiff’s
separateaatto activitiesbusiness, relatedrather werebutshire

place.work

states that:Finally, plaintiff 281:13 whichrelies on RSAthe

injured employed elsewhereemployee whileis“If an
employee be entitled. . . shallin . . . suchthan this State

employment was madecompensation if the contract ofto
engaged in businessemployer isand if thein this state

however, employee’sstate; provided, that suchin this
expressly for serviceemployment was notcontract of

exclusively outside of this state .. ..”

371,Co., A.2d 1287Poliquin 118 N.H. 386v. KernsIn DeSoto
employmentif contract is made(1978), held that even anthis court

parties didHampshire, of the contract theand at the timein New
State,exclusively the noperform services outsideintend tonot

coverage employment the State is unre-is available if the outside
Hampshire.employment in Id.from the Newlated to and remote

case,372-73, thatIn this the master found386 A.2d at 1288-89.at
employment to and remote from hisplaintiffs was so unrelatedthe

coverage under hisHampshire that no was availableNew business
agree.compensation insurance. Weworkmen’s

rightHaving statutoryplaintiff nodetermined that the has
we,recovery, language policy.must examine the of the insuranceof

applicationapplication is forThe for insurance stated that “[t]his
coverageHampshire] only; if instate is desired addi­such [New

company.”employertional states the should consult the insurance
coverage only injuriespolicy provided toThe that extended “sus-
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designatedoperations in a stateinby eitherthe insuredtained ...
. . . .” Eventheretonecessary incidentaloroperationsin. . . or

light favorable to thein the mostpolicyinsuranceinterpreting the
Parts, Insurance Com-v. Granite Stateinsured, Inc.AutoRobbins

507,762, (1981), we conclude760, 509A.2d435pany, 121 N.H.
ofinjuries outside Newsustainedcoverage extend tonotdoesthat

inci-engaged notin activitieswasclaimantHampshire while the
employment.HampshireNewdental to

reasons, decision tothe trial court’sforegoing we affirmFor the
plaintiff.coverage to thecompensation insurancedeny workmen’s

Affirmed.

Batchelder, J., sit; concurred.the othersnotdid
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