
249

Rockingham,
No. 3385.1, 1942.Dec.

Employers & a.v. Roland WordenInsurance Co.American

by plaintiff.for theSewall, Varney Hartnett, brief,&

injured employee.Hughes Burns, by brief, for the&

appearances.noemployee driver enteredemployerThe and the

broughtdefendant who hasAllen, The contention that theC. J.
bypolicyof the is met theprovisionstheis an insured withinsuit

to be defined as insured.persona is notspecific provision that such
depends upon the constructionquestion accordinglyAnswer to the

(Laws 16) that no motor vehicle1937, 161, providingc. s.of the act
require-meet theform shallliability policy be issued unless itsshall

thethe form has received Insurancethe and unlessments of act
require-of a number ofapproval specificationinCommissioner’s its

liability.”including of “the ofments, that limits



250

(Laws 54)1927,act c. that a motorIt was held under the 1927
liability might approved by thepolicyvehicle be Commissioner

coverage “special calling specialforif it excluded from the uses
CasualtyRaymond Company, 93, 101;N. H. Continentalrates.” v. 86

ofBuxton,v. 88 N. H. 447. In the former case an exclusionCo.
passengers permissible.for hire In the lattercoverage for was held

liabilitypolicy excludingof the of a renter or drivercase the clause
injuries notpassengersnamed for to was heldof a car of the insured

by Shelbyin the act. This was followed &c.to be conflict with case
Casualty Lynch, 510, policyv. N. H. in which a clause ex­Co. 89
cluding injured employees of the named insured who were entitled

workman’s compensation was held valid.to benefits
Snierson, 363,N. H. itFidelityIn States &c. Co. v. 91 wasUnited

change respectinthat the act made no from the 1927 actheld 1937
liability.ofscopeto the of limits

368,N. H. aEgan,In Mutual Co. 91 clauseMerchants &c. v.
by act,limiting liability held forbidden the the court distin-was

Raymond,in the Continentalguishing it from the exclusions in issue
Casualty Shelby cases, supra.and The distinction was observedCo.

Charest, 378, 380,v. N. H. 381.Continental Insurance Co. 91in
Shelbyinhere is to that the case.The exclusion clause similar

(Continental Insurance“special persons”It of a ofis classification
deprive generaltheCharest, supra, 380), and it “does notCo. v.

by indemnity”ofpublic protectionof the afforded the extension
Casualty Co.having the Continentalto a driver owner’s consent.

Buxton, supra,v. 449.
plaintiff’sapproved theWhether the Insurance Commissioner

did, entitledpolicy, appear. plaintiffnot If he the isform of does
void. Con­judgment. not,to If he did the exclusion clause is

Casualty Buxton, supra,tinental Co. v. 449.

discharged.Case

All concurred.


