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compensablecoverage damagesliability that arethosefromexclude
Poirier,policy.’” (quoting 120compensation Id.a workmen’sunder

coverage428, 886). Analogously the order ofto415 A.2d atN.H. at
employ­compensation andGraf,in the workmen’sas set Travelers

coverage. Bylayerprimaryliability policy provides oftheers’
compre­in its(i) (j)andoperation of exclusionsvirtue of the limited

onlyprovides thegeneral liability policy, secondHartfordhensive
coverage policy is insuffic­layer thatof “to the extent Travelers][the

981, atA.2d 1265.at 453ient]”Id.
sought bydamages plaintiffthe in thisofthe amountBecause

limits,policyof weis million dollars in excess Travelers’case several
obligation tonot the of Hartford’swill consider terms and conditions

policy, apparent it will elect toits because it is thatdefend under
protectparticipate in to its and its insured’sin the defense order

insuperiorthe is therefore affirmedinterests. The decision of court
part part.and reversed in

part;in reversed inAffirmed
part.

All concurred.
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Fisher, Moran, Clancy,Willoughby (Ronaldof B.& Dover Wil-
orally), plaintiff.loughbyon and for thethe brief

Devine, Millimet, P.A.,Stahl Branch& of Manchester D.{Andrew
orally),Dunn on the brief and for the defendant.

Brock, ruling byappeal SuperiorC.J. This is an from a the
{Nadeau, J.) petition declaratory judgment.Court on a for The court

Companythatruled Granite State Insurance (Granite State) must
provide coverage only byuninsured motorist requiredto the extent

policy,the uninsured motorist oflimits its and not to the extent
required by RSA 264:15.

spring 1983, Mathena,In the of whoCharles was then a resident
Maine, Nancy Stillwagon Milton,purchasedof and a house in New

1983,Hampshire. using address,In June his MathenaMaine
Plymouthainsured Volare with1978 automobile Granite State

through agent, Sanford,Garnseyits policyofBrothers Maine. The
provided liability coverageboth $100,000/$300,000,with limits of
i.e., coverage up $100,000 per person upto $300,000 perto a total of
accident, coverage $20,000and motoristuninsured with limits of

$40,000. coverageand The latter inwas the minimum amounts
required by 24-A,Maine law. Me. Stat. Ann. tit. 2902See Rev. §

29,(Supp. 1985); 787(1) (1978).tit. §
September year,Around 1 of that Mathena moved into the Milton

28, Stillwagon purchasedhouse. On October Mathena and a 1983
Plymouth Scamp Corporation Chrysler-from (RochesterPoulin
Plymouth) Rochester,of Hampshire. point,New At some a Poulin
agent agentthecontacted Maine insurance in reference to the
change in policy.the vehicle to be covered under the The insurance
agent dealer,knew Hampshirethat Poulin a nothingwas New but

appealin agentthe record on indicates thethat insurance was told
change 4,of the in Mathena’s residence. On November a collision

Mathena,in Stillwagon, Stillwagon’soccurred daughter,which and
17,the uninsured of otherdriver the car were Onkilled. November

policyGranite State mailed the amended cover sheet to Mathena’s
old Maine address.

The administrator of subsequently peti-Mathena’s estate afiled
declaratory judgment seekingtion for a determination that Granite

provide coveragemustState uninsured motorist in the amount
required by i.e., up liabilityHampshire;the State of New to the

policy. Additionally,of soughtlimits the the administrator costs and
attorney’s fees.

264:15,1, providesRSA that
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state, .in this . .or deliveredpolicy be issuedshall“[n]o
registered in this state unlessrespect to a vehiclewith

supplemental thereto atcoverage provided oris therein
bodily injury orprescribed forin amounts or limitsleast

chapter, pro-liability policy for theunder thisfor adeath
legallypersons whothereunder aretection of insured

damages or offrom driversto ownersentitled recover
vehicles, hit-and-run vehicles becausemotor anduninsured

disease, including deathbodily injury, orof sickness
resulting purchasean insured elects totherefrom. When

greaterliability than the min-in an amountinsurance
259:61,coverage by hisrequired uninsuredimum RSA

equalautomatically lia-coverage be to themotorist shall
bility coverage elected.”

byapplicablenot itsthat the statute wasThe court below ruled
policy issued norto issue here because it was neitherterms the at

Hampshire, purchaseof of ain and that notice thedelivered New
request thatHampshire a to substitute vehiclevehicle in New and

originally insufficient to make thefor the automobile insured was
provisions applicable. While we conclude that theof RSA 264:15

result, ofwe affirm on the basistrial court reached the correct
slightly reasoning.different

questionprior the of whetherA threshold issue to consideration of
by applies Hamp-its to this is whether Newthe statute terms case

words,abstractly otherapplicablelaw is even here. In the firstshire
we of ofissue must decide is that choice law.

Corp.,In Consolidated Insurance Co. v. Radio Foods 108Mutual
496-97, 47,494, (1968), held thatN.H. 240 A.2d 49 we

validlyexpress“in law madethe absence of an choice of
by parties, governed,is to be both as tothe the contract
validity performance, by the withand the law of state

significant relationship....itswhich the contract has most
isprincipal of the insured risk the contact‘The location

given greatest weight determininginthat is the statethe
govern rightslocal law is to . . . the created there-whose

”by.’

(quoting (Second) of of LawsRestatement Conflict 346i§
a, 6, instance,In(Tent. I960)).comment at 121 Draft No. this the

policy originally in awas issued Maine and covered Maine resident’s
registered is novehicle which was in Maine. There indication from

appeal that wasthe record on State ever informed ofGranite
change knowledgeresidency or that it ever had thatMathena’s of

changed.the locus of the risk had
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purchased registeredThe substitution of a vehicle and in
Hampshire originalNew for the vehicle did not constitute actual or

changeconstructive notice to the insurer of the principalin the loca­
Therefore,tion of properly applicablethe risk. Maine law was to the

policyinsurance findingat issue. While the court below made no
regarding policy compliedwhether the with Maine law as to min­

coverage,imum uninsured motorist findingthe court did make a as
were; i.e., $20,000 $40,000.to what the limits limits of and These

satisfy statutory mínimums,amounts the Maine see Me. Rev. Stat.
24-A, (Supp. 1985), 29,tit. 787(1)Ann. 2902 (1978),tit. and thus§ §

compliedMaine law Finally,was with in this instance. the adminis­
argumenttrator’s that Granite State intended that the law of other

jurisdictions applicable instances,would be true,in certain while is
provisionsirrelevant in policy bythis case. The of the cited the

support argumentadministrator in liabilityof his coverage,refer to
coverage,not uninsured motorist and to arbitration in the event of a

dispute coverage damages. provisionover or applicableNeither is to
this case.

264:15, I,We have no occasion to consider appli-whether RSA is
bycable its terms to the offacts this case. We affirm the decision of

separate ground.the court below on this

Affirmed.
Thayer, J., sit;did not the others concurred.
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