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livingfact here.If his was inelsewhere,domicil was hetransient.
anywheremuchintangibles him and he was as asHis were with where

purpose possession. respectand In to en-for the of controlelse
promisor temporary here, prospectivelyaforcement, the has residence
Thus, situs is from the creditor’scontinue. whether consideredto
standpoint,debtor’s its demands are met.or the

upon theis and the action whichThe claimant a resident cause of
liability thereforearose The situation isclaim of is founded here.

involving in v.foreign law, as was Jackson & Sonsnot one the case
Co., 86 N. H. 341.Insurance

domi-expressed, decedent wasBy reason of the views whether the
only death,at his becomestemporaryhad a residence hereciled or

countyinpromisor may theto the issue. As the be suedimmaterial
promisesought, the is there.where administration is estate

ordered.Appointment

Woodbury J., theabsent:was others concurred.

Hillsborough,
21, 1934.)Sept.

(by his friend)Vitale Bouvier and nextmother

v.

L.Howard Allen.

Albina Lizotte v. Same.
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Earley Philip Slylianos,and plaintiff.RobertE. for the

for theTobin, defendant.Devine &

person traveling“If aMarble, highwayon aJ. with a vehicle
person traveling inthat another likeis informed manner in the same

hepass him, shall turn rightdesires to to the of thedirection center
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part road,of the if onthe traveled of there is sufficient room sidethat
safety, wilfullyto with andenable him to do so notshall obstruct

uponorpassagethe of the rear team vehicle the other side of the
L.,P. c. s. 2.90,road.”

This enacted after the in v. Tyman,statute was decision Clifford
H. the508, might pass61 N. which held that rear traveler to the front

by turning rightthe or safety,either to left whenever he could do inso
ordinarywith the of care.exercise

interpreted dutypresiding justice correctly.The the statute The
of passthe rear on the left of ahead,traveler to the traveler once the

impliedright, plainlylatter has turned the is languageto from the of
the act. suggestion legislatureThe that “the saw fit theto dictate

only preceding ignoresconduct of vehicle” implication.the this The
suggestionfurther chargethat the “laid adown strict of conductrule

which must under allbe followed conditions” and that wasthe issue
thus “confined disregardswithin too narrow limits” undisputedthe
facts.

The jury anycourt was tonot bound inform the of ofrule law not
applicable Osgoodto the v. Maxwell, 35,evidence. 78 N. and38,H.

Concedingcases cited. that circumstances sometimes exist which
justify attemptingthe rear in passtraveler to forward vehicle onthe

right (1the Berry, Automobiles, ed., p. Huddy,245;6th Automo-3-4
Law, ed., p.bile 9th 174), the evidence nodiscloses such situation

here. At plaintiff right-handthe time of the accident the was theon
side of the street and four six offrom to feet north the center line.
The defendant ample (athad room a ofleast width 25 feet unob-
structed) pass rightto on passinghim the left. No for on thereason
is andsuggested, attemptedthe thatdefendant denies he to do so.

charge, merelyThe which treated the violation of the evi-statute as
dence of negligence, was more favorable to the than the lawdefendant
as in Railroad, 350, 353-357, permits.announced Johnson H.v. 83 N.

Exception overruled.

Woodburt, J., was absent: the others concurred.


