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anyit inupon no claim that variesemployee.fraud the There is
proofnoway any to the insured. There isrepresentationfrom made
prob-henothingas to it. is to show howhow he understood There
factsit, writing itself and theably would theunderstand save

(Lauzealready The v. Insurancestated cases before citedherein.
Co., 439)H.GagneH. v. N. determineCo., 334;74 N. Insurance 78

inthis claim favor of the defendant.
ofhim that the terminformedgivenAs the certificate Bouffard
tois no occasionemploy,”in therehis insurance was “while the

policyknowledge provisions of the masterconsider whether of the
imputedis to be to him.

Exceptions overruled.
All concurred.

Rockingham,
6,Oct. 1925.

Langley.v. S.A. Moulton CharlesFrank

H.reported in N.81Case, negligence, beingfor the same action
plaintiff,The whileby plaintiff.138. Trial and verdict forjury

by aMarshall, wasby injuredan oneriding in automobile driven
defendant. Theand that of thebetween Marshall’s carcollision

the de-following requests subject toinstructions were deniedfor
exception:fendant’s

physicalthe condi-pureIf a accident due to1. the collision was
recovery in thisthere be nolocalitythe it cantions of where occurred

case.
alone or the combined2. If the as the resultcollision occurred

physicalthe condi-car andnegligence of the driver of the Moulton
occurred, to whose fault thoselocalitytions of the where the accident

be forattributed, your verdict mustlocality mayofconditions be
the defendant.

jury partThe in as follows:were instructed
necessarilynot meandoes“The mere fact that an accident occurs

consequences. Thereanyone financially for theresponsiblethat is
a beforepart of defendantalways legal themust be some fault on

plaintiff’s injuryif thehim,a andagainstcanverdict be rendered
can re-there be noany degreeis in his own faultslightestdue to

.covery. . .
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youIf Langleybelieve that Mr. in all respects,was free from fault
bring youthat will youat once andto the end of the case will return

a inverdict his . .favor. .
(the plaintiff)Of course against Langleyhe cannot recover Mr.

if entirelythe accident was Marshall;due to the fault of Mr. for Mr.
Langley guilty contributingmust be of some fault to the accident
before he can be held liable.”

byTransferred Marble, J.

GuptillErnest L. Mitchell, plaintiff.and Bartlett & for the

Sleeper,William H. for the defendant.

Per Curiam. ingivenThe instructions the statedcover matters
requests.the

Exception overruled.
Marble, J., did not sit.

Strafford,
3,Dec. 1925.

Wolcott, by friend,Florence E. her next v.
William E. Fellows & a.

Wolcott, by friend,Eleanor C. her v.next
William E. a.Fellows &

Case, negligence,for in aplaintiffs sustaining injuriesthe collision
with an by byautomobile owned the and drivendefendant Fellows
the defendant byStroth. Trial ajury. plaintiffs exceptedThe to
nonsuit in by Sawyer,favor of Fellows. Transferred J.

Snow & Cooper, plaintiffs.for the

Felker & Gunnison, for Fellows.

GeorgeT. Hughes, for Stroth.

Per Curiam. Upon saythe evidence it was juryfor the to whether
Stroth wás driving atthe car the time of the collision as Fellows’


