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(byDevine brief), plaintiff.& Tobin for the

SleeperWilliam H. and Frederick defendants,J. Grady, for the
nofurnished brief.

Marble, obligation plaintiff bodyJ. The of the as in thestated
of policy is,the so far as material,here thepayto all sums which

obligated pay byassured shall become to liability im-reason of the
posed upon byhim damages by anylaw for accidentally suffered
person on bodilyaccount of injuries, “including inloss of services
consequence injuries.”of such obligation prescribed byThe Laws
1927, 54,c. is substantially identical with policy-provision,this since

prepositionthe phrase“for” in “liability damagesthe payto to
damagefor propertyothers to . bodily injuries” (Laws. . and/or

1927, 54,c. 1, ii) synonymouss. cl. is with phrasethe “on account
of.” See Cormier Hudson,v. 231, 235;284 Mass. 2 Words & Phrases
(4th series), 92.

deprivationWhile the of rightsthose comprehensivelymarital
(seetermed consortium Guevin v. aRailway, 289)78 N. H. is not

bodily injury to the husband in inthe sense which those words are
yetused in policy,the if the husband deprivationsuffers such as the

bodily injuriesofresult the by wife,sustained his loss is withinhis
stipulated coverage.the American &c. Ins. H.Kopka,Co. v. 88 N.

Since, however,182. injuryhis consequential one, coverageis a
beyonddoes not extend the limit for payment damagesfixed the of

bodily injuryfor the out of which his loss arises. Putnam v. Assur-
ance Corporation, ante, 74.
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nearly yearbring a thenot his action until afterhusband didThe
judgmentof the wife’spaymentits on accountplaintiff had made

1927, operativeof at the of thetimeagainst The actthe insured.
recovery judgment againstof a final“Upon theprovides thataccident,

indamage specified section,this if theany orany person for loss
action,of cause of insuredwas, at the accrual thedebtorjudgment

liability policy,a motor theliability under vehicleagainst therefor
moneyto have the insuranceshall be entitledjudgment creditor

1927, 6,c. s.judgment.” 54,of the Lawstheapplied to satisfaction
i.cl.

theat time to determine exact limits of theunnecessary thisIt is
multipleof claims.preferential settlement Seeto theapplicablerule

Journal,Law 136. The statuteRev., 658;Law 43 YaleHarv.49
havingpayment, wife,the reducedprovidenot for ratable anddoes

stated, tojudgment, entitled, on facts have theto was theher claim
judgmentherto the of evenapplied satisfactioninsurance fund

thereby. Casualtythough Co.,O’Donnellv.the was exhaustedfund
Co.,275, See, also, Bartlett v. Insurance 117 Conn.R. I. 276.50

373; Goldberg,Turk v. N.147; Bruyette Sandini,v. 291 Mass. 91 J.
Eq. 283.

having judgment in wife’ssatisfied the the favor toplaintiff,The
(“five onpolicyof limit thousand dollars account ofthe theextent

cl.injuries any 1927, 54, 1, ii). . c. s.person,”to . one Laws has
obligation policy. questiondischarged the The of itsits full under

failingnegligencefor in to settle suit and claimliability the is deter-
Douglas Company, 371;in v. 81 N.the action at law. H.minable

Presidingv. H. 186. TheCavanaugh Corporation, 79 N. Justice
question concern thecorrectly ruled that that did not issue raised

by petition.the

Judgment plaintiff.thefor
All concurred.


