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Is the Use of a Language Other Than English
Is
the Use of a Language Other Than English
Required in Franchise Agreements?
Required
in Franchise Agreements?
By Mitchell
Mitchell J.
By
J. Kassoff,
Kassoff, Esq.*
is regulated
regulated by
Franchising is
by the
theFederal
Federal Trade
Trade Commission
Commission
The state
state of
ofNew
NewJersey
Jersey
pursuant to
rule ("FTC
(“FTC Rule”).
to its rule
Rule").'1 The
franchising through
regulates franchising
throughthe
theNew
NewJersey
JerseyFranchise
Franchise
Practices Act.2
Act.2 Some
Some states
states have
have enacted
enacted statutes conSome states
states have
have enacted
enacted regularegulacerning franchising.3
cerning
franchising.3 Some
Somestates
states have
have enacted
tions concerning franchising.'
franchising.4Some
special industry
industry laws
laws concerning
concerning franchising.
franchising.'5
special

The
extremely relevant
relevant point
point is
is that
that no federal or state
The extremely
law, statute or regulation
regulation states
states that
that aa prospective
prospective franchisee isisentitled
entitled to
chisee
to any
any documents,
documents,discussions,
discussions, explanaanything else written
written or
tions or anything
or explained
explained in
in any language
other than
other
thanEnglish,
English, regardless
regardless of the
the proposed
proposed franchisee's
franchisee’s
language ability.

In Alfonso v.
Board of
of Review,
Review,Department
Department of
of Labor and
v. Board
Industry, State
State of
ofNew
NewJersey,
Jersey, 89
89 N.J.
N.J. 41 (1982), cert.
cert.
denied,
459 U.S.
U.S. 806;
806; 103
103 S.
S. Ct. 30, 74 L. Ed. 2d 45 (1982),
denied, 459
plaintiff:

Was
personallyserved
servedwith
withaa“notice
"notice of
of determiWas personally
nation," which
nation,”
whichstated
stated that
thather
herclaim
claim was
was being
shehad
hadleft
leftwork
work voluntarily.
voluntarily.
denied because
because she
The notice,
notice, written
written entirely
The
entirelyin
inEnglish,
English, also
also informed her
days in
in which
which to
formed
her that
thatshe
she had
had seven
seven days
file an appeal
appeal of
of the
the determination.
determination. Alfonso
neither
reads nor
norspeaks
speaks English.
English. 89 N.J. at 42.
neither reads
[Emphasis added].
added].
[Emphasis

The
plaintiff stated
The plaintiff
stated the
the agents
agents of the division that
that handed
handed
determination knew
her the determination
knewshe
she did
did not
notspeak
speak or
or read
read
English. She
maintained that:
English.
She maintained
The state was required
required by
by the
thedue
dueprocess
process considerations
echoed
in
the
New
Jersey
cases:
erations echoed in the New Jersey cases:

O’Connor
Altus,67
67N.J.
N.J. 106,
106, 126
O'Connor v. Abraham
Abraham Altus,
(1975); Feuchtbaum v. Constantini,
59
N.J. 167,
167,
Constantini, 59 N.J.
175
(1971),
either
to
translate
the
notice
for
her
175 (1971), either to translate the notice
or to give her
Logically
her aa written
written translation. Logically
to aa requirement
requirement
extended, this argument leads
leads to
that
when the
the state
state is obliged
that when
obliged to give notice, it
notice in a language compremust provide such notice
hensible to
to the recipient, at least where the
hensible
is aware
awarethat
that the
the recipient
recipient is
is not
not fluent
fluent
state is
English.
in English.

The highest courts in at
at least
least three
three states
states have
have rejected
this argument.

two of
the courts
courts were
were faced
faced with
with situIn two
of those
those instances
instances the
identical to
v
ations nearly identical
to those
those in
in this
this case.
case. In
In DaLomba v.
Director
ofthe
theDivision
DivisionofofEmployment
EmploymentSec.,
Sec.,369
369Mass.
Mass. 92,
92,
Director of
337 N.E.2d
N.E.2d 687
687 (Mass.
(Mass.1975),
1975),the
the Supreme
Supreme Judicial
Judicial Court
Court
heldthat
that an
an unemployment
unemployment claimantr:'s
of Massachusetts
Massachusetts held
claimantr:’s
right to
was not
not violated
violated when
right
to procedural
proceduraldue
dueprocess
process was
she was
wassent
sentaanotice
noticewritten
written entirely
she
entirely in
inEnglish,
English, even
even
though she
not fluent
fluent in
though
she was not
in English.
English.
The court
court said:
said:

We do
do not
not believe that
that a notice
We
notice in
in English,
English, clear
face, isisinsufficient
insufficient under
under the
the statute
on its face,
merely because,
asto
to persons
persons under
under aa language
language
because, as
disability, it may not actually inform.
inform. English
English is
is
official language
the official
language of
of this
this country
country and of
of this
commonwealth. Official
Officialcommunications
communications in the
English language
language are reasonable and
and are suffisuffiEnglish
cient to constitute
constitute effective
effectivenotice.
notice.[Id.
[Id.at
at94,
94, 337
337
N.E.2d
at
689,
(footnote
and
citations
omitted).]
N.E.2d at 689, (footnote and citations omitted).]
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Becausethe
thenotice
notice in
in English
English was
wasadequate,
adequate, the
the court
court
Because
that was
upheld the denial of the request for review that
was not
filed within
within the
the statutory time limit.
limit.
The same
same result
result was reached under
under similar
similar circumstances
circumstances
of of
Labor,
83111.2d
512,
4848
111.
in Hernandez
Hernandezv.v.Department
Department
Labor,
83 Ill.2d
512,
Ill.
Dec. 232, 416 N.E.2d 263 (III.
(Ill. 1981).
case involved
1981). The case
involved the
denial of unemployment
unemployment benefits.
benefits. The
The Supreme
Supreme Court of
the argument that
required that
that
Illinois rejected the
that due
due process
process required
an out-of-time
appeal be allowed where the
the reason for
out-of-time appeal
was the
the claimant’s
claimant's inability
inability to
to comprehend
the tardiness was
notice written
written entirely
a notice
entirelyin
inEnglish.
English.

Likewise, the
the Supreme
SupremeCourt
Courtof
of California
California has
has held
held that
that
Likewise,
was not
not required to
welfare reduction nothe state was
to issue
issue welfare
tices in
in Spanish
Spanishto
tothose
thosewhom
whom the
the state
state knew
knew were
were literlitertices
ate in Spanish
Guerrero vv.Carleson,
Carleson, 9
Spanish but
but not
not in English. Guerrero
Cal.3d 808, 109 Cal. Rptr. 201, 512 P.2d
P.2d 833,
833, cert.
cert. denied,
denied,
414 U.S.
U.S. 1137, 94 S.
S. Ct.
Ct. 883,
883, 38
38 L.Ed.2d
L.Ed.2d 762
762 (1974),
(1974), relying
relying
in part
part on
onCastro
Castrov.v. State,
State,22Cal.
Cal. 3d
3d 223,
223, 85
85 Cal.
Cal. Rptr.
Rptr. 20,
20,
466 P.2d
P.2d244
244(1970),
(1970),wherein
whereinthe
the court,
court, emphasizing
emphasizing the
interest in maintaining
maintaining aa single
substantial state interest
single lansystem,made
madeitit clear
clear that
that there was no constituguage system,
tional requirement
tional
requirement that
thatCalifornia
California adopt
adopt aa bilingual
bilingual elecelecF.2d 684
toral
apparatus. See
See also
also Kuri
Kuri vv.Edelman,
Edelman,491
491 F.2d
toral apparatus.
(7th
Cir. 1974); Nuez v. Diaz,
Diaz, 101
101 Misc.2d 399,
399, 421
421 N.Y.S.2d
(7th Cir.
770
770 (N.Y.
(N.Y Sup.
Sup.Ct.
Ct.1979).
1979).The
Thetheory
theorythat
that unites
unites all
all of
not complex. The
these holdings is not
The courts
courts have recogwhether explicitly
explicitly or
nized, whether
or implicitly,
implicitly, that
thatin
inan
an EnglishEnglishspeaking country,
country, requirements
requirements of
of “reasonable
"reasonable notice”
notice"
speaking
are satisfied when the
the notice
notice is
is given
given in
in English.
English.
Theseholdings
holdingsare
arenot
notborn
bornof
of any
anylack
lackof
ofappreciation
appreciation for
for
These
difficulties that
people encounter
encounter
the difficulties
thatnon-English
non-English speaking people
our society. Those difficulties
difficulties are
in our
are many
many and
and burdensome.
burdensome.
It is doubtless
doubtless true,
true, especially in areas
areas where
where there
there is a high
high
density of
of non-English
non-English speaking
speakingpopulation,
population, that
that administrative and humanitarian considerations
would warrant
warrant the
considerations would
useof
of bilingual
bilingual documents. The
board readily
use
The board
readily acknowledges
as much.
much. Indeed, as
aswe
wewere
wereinformed
informed at
at oral argument,
argument,
as
the division
Spanishlanguage
language explanatory
explanatory
the
division has developed a Spanish
for the notice of
sheet for
of determination,
determination,for
foruse
useininthe
thecases
cases of
who speak and understand
understand Spanish
and are defideficlaimants who
Spanish and
cient in
language skills.
cient
in English language
skills. But these salutary considerbyno
into a requirement, under proations by
no means
means translate into
processconcepts,
concepts,that
thatthe
the state
stateadopt
adopt aa policy
policy
cedural due process
mandating the
mandating
theuse
use of
ofsuch
such documents.
documents.

The decision
decision to
to provide translation,
translation,encompassing
encompassing as
as it
does the
the determination
determination of
does
of when
when aa translation
translation should
should be
whom, and in what
what language,
that
provided, and to whom,
language, is one that
is best
bestleft
left to those branches
branchesof
of government
government that
that can betis
ter assess
thechanging
changing needs
needsand
anddemands
demandsof
of both
both the
ter
assess the
non-English speaking
speakingpopulation
population and the
the government
government
non-English
agenciesthat
that provide
provide the
the translation.
agencies
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the notice
notice given
given to
to the appelUnder the circumstances,
circumstances, the
lant satisfied the requirements
requirements of
of due
due process.
process. In
In so holdamong those other courts, cited
ing, we number
number ourselves
ourselves among
above, that
that have expressed
expressedthe
theview
viewthat
thatalthough
although bilinbilinabove,
gual or multilingual
multilingualnotices
noticesmay
mayininsome
someinstances
instances be
their use
use isisnot
notconstitutionally
constitutionally required.
required.
desirable, their
addition to
argument, Alfonso
In addition
tothe
thedue
dueprocess
process argument,
Alfonso also
also allegesthat
that the
the division’s
division'sfailure
failure to
to provide
provide bilingual
bilingual notice
leges
violates the
theCivil
CivilRights
RightsAct
Actofof1964,
1964,42
42U.S.C.
U.S.C. §§ 2000d.
2000d.
violates
The
contention
is
without
merit.
89
N.J.
at
44-46.
The contention is without
[Emphasis added].
added].
[Emphasis
SupremeCourt
Court held
held that
that English is
is not
not
If the
the New
New Jersey
Jersey Supreme
required for a governmental
is
governmental entitlement,
entitlement, aa fortiori,
fortiori, itit is
not required for
for contracts
contracts between
between private
private parties.
parties.
In New York East Coast
v. Gonzalez,
Gonzalez, 376
376
Coast Management
Management v.
N.J.
2004).
N.J. Super.
Super.264
264(Law
(Law Div.
Div. Hudson
Hudson County
County 2004).
The plaintiff-landlord
served defendant tenants with
The
plaintiff-landlord served
with
to cease
ceaseand
andto
toquit,
quit, in English,
English, to
to tenants who,
who,
notices to
for purposes
for
purposes of
of this
this motion,
motion,are
areassumed
assumed to
to speak
speak and
read only
only Spanish.
Spanish. 376 N.J. Super. at 265.

The court
court held:

To
require landlords
landlords to
to determine the degree of
To require
tenant's proficiency in
language and
a tenant’s
in the
the English
English language
to provide
complaints in
to
provideleases,
leases, notices and complaints
in aa
tenant's
native
language
is
overly
burdensome,
tenant’s native language is overly
to abuse by tenants
tenants who
impractical and subject to
may
feign
illiteracy
to
avoid
eviction.
376 N.J.
N.J.
may feign
to avoid
Super. at 266. [Emphasis
[Emphasis added].
added].

the issue
issuefurther
further the
the court
court held that:
In examining the
asargued
arguedby
byplaintiff,
plaintiff, there
More specifically,
specifically, as
there is
is
no requirement, either by rule of court, nor by
that a notice to quit (or
legislation, requiring that
be in
in any
anyforeign
foreign language.
notice to
to cease)
cease) be
The decision to
to provide
provide translation,
translation,encompassing
encompassingas
as itit does
does
the determination
determination of
ofwhen
whenaa translation
translation should
should be provided, and to
to whom,
whom, and
and in
in what
whatlanguage,
language,is
is one
one that
that is
is
best left
left to
to those branches
branches of
of government
government that
that can better
better
best
assessthe
thechanging
changingneeds
needsand
anddemands
demandsof
ofboth
both the
the nonassess
English
speaking
population
and
the
government
English speaking population
the governmentagencies
agencies
N.J. Super. at 267.
that
provide
the
translation.
376
267.
that provide the translation.

caseplaintiff-respondent
plaintiff-respondent has
"feigned
In the instant case
has “feigned
illiteracy" to
illiteracy”
to avoid
avoid her contractual obligations.
obligations.
The court went
went on
the financial
financial and practical
on to
todiscuss
discuss the
practical
requiring notices
realities of requiring
notices in a language other than
stating:
English, stating:
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Another
byAlfonso,
Another problem,
problem, suggested
suggested by
Alfonso,supra,
supra,
89 N.J.
N.J.at
at 50,
50,isisthe
therequirement
requirement that
that is sought to
imposed on
on the
the landlord:
landlord: “It
"It is
be imposed
is no small burden
to acquire an
an accurate
accuratetranslation.”
translation." The footfootto that
note to
that statement
statement includes
includes the
the observation:
observation:
"Thus, acquisition
acquisition of an accurate
accurate translation
translation may
“Thus,
require a visit to
to an
an official
officialagency
agencyto
toassure
assure acaccuracy." That
curacy.”
That observation related
related to
to proceedings
proceedings
before aa state
before
state agency
agency and
and procedural
proceduralaspects
aspects
(the time
time period
period within
within which the
the petitioner
petitioner
would
to file
problem
would have
have had to
file an
an appeal).
appeal). The problem
to an individual
individual private
private landlord
landlord (whose
(whose rights
obligations must
and obligations
mustbe
beconsidered,
considered,as
as well
well as
as
those of a tenant), without
withoutthe
theresources
resources available to the
the state, is greatly compounded when
when aa
quit must
particularized
notice to quit
must contain
contain specific, particularized
facts. Defendant
allegations of substantive facts.
would impose that burden
landlord who
would
burden on a landlord
who is
illiterate
in aa foreign
foreignlanguage
languagebut
butnevertheless
nevertheless
illiterate in
cannot discriminate
discriminate against
against aa person who
who is
is of
of aa
foreign ancestry
nationality. n8
find no
foreign
ancestry or nationality.
n8 I find
no legal
legal
requirement
..
requirementtherefore.
therefore...

The civil
civil right
right of
of aa foreign-speaking
foreign-speaking person
person applies to
to all
all
nationalities, all
nationalities,
all languages
languages and dialects. How
How then
thenisis aa
landlord to
for
landlord
to cope
cope with
with the
the various
various forms and notices for
“exotic”
languages, without
withoutstate
stateassistance?
assistance? 376 N.J.
"exotic" languages,
Super. at 268- 69. [Emphasis
[Emphasis added].
added].

The
court went
went on
on to
to hold,
hold, “I
"I find
find that
The court
that the
the line
line cannot
cannot be
drawn by me;
has complied
me; the
the plaintiff
plaintiff has
complied with
with the current
for
requirements of law and should not be punished for
Super. at
at 269- 70.
having done so."
so.” 376 N.J. Super.
In Abdullah
Immigrationand
andNaturalization
NaturalizationService,
Service, 184
184
Abdullah vv. Immigration
F.3d 158
158 (2d Cir.
F.3d
Cir. 1999), cert. denied,
denied,529
529U.S.
U.S. 1066,
1066, 146
146 L.
L.
Ed. 2d 480,
480, 120
120 S.
S. Ct. 1670
1670 (2000)
(2000)the
the Court
Court of Appeals
held that:

We recognize
recognize that
that plaintiffs
plaintiffs have
have a significant inobtaining an accurate
determination of
terest in obtaining
accurate determination
their
eligibilityfor
forSAW
SAWstatus.
status. The
The District Court
their eligibility
may also
alsohave
havebeen
beenright
righttotofind
find that
that interpretinterpretmay
ers would
would increase
ers
increase the
theaccuracy
accuracy of
ofthe
theINS's
INS’s asassessments,and
andthat
that applicants who,
of aa
sessments,
who, because
because of
limited abilityto
limited
ability tospeak
speakEnglish,
English, cannot
cannot convincconvincto examiners'
will be
ingly respond to
examiners’ questions will
be disgovernment may
advantaged. The government
may thus decide
that its
that
its own
own interests,
interests, as
as well
well as
as the applicants',
applicants’,
best served
servedby
byproviding
providinginterpreters.
interpreters. But
are best
we disagree
disagree with
with the District Court's
view that
that
Court’s view
where, as
here, aliens
aliens are
arepetitioning
petitioning for
as here,
foraa spespestatutorily-created benefit,
benefit, the Constitution
cial statutorily-created
requires the
the government
government to provide interpreters.
requires
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As the Supreme Court
Court emphasized
emphasizedin
inassessing
assessing
the adequacy of procedures at exclusion hearings, our
our task
taskisislimited
limitedto
to“determining
"determining what
what
ings,
procedures
would satisfy
satisfy the
the minimum
minimum requireprocedures would
process, "not
ments of due process,”
not to imposing procemandates“simply
"simply...
dural mandates
. . .because
because the court
find them
" Plasencia,
may find
thempreferable.
preferable.”
Plasencia, 459
459 U.S.
U.S. at
F.3d at
at 166.
35. 184 F.3d
166. [Emphasis
[Emphasis added].
added].
In Soberal-Perez v. Heckler,
717 F.2d
F.2d 36 (2d Cir. 1983), cert.
Heckler, 717
cert.
denied,
466U.S.
U.S. 929,
929, 80
80 L.Ed.2d
L.Ed.2d 186,
186, 104
104 S.
S. Ct. 1713
denied, 466
(1984)
(1984) the
the Court of Appeals held:

Eachplaintiff’s
plaintiff's dominant
Each
dominantlanguage
languageisis Spanish
Spanish and
each
has
at
most
a
limited
ability
to
speak
each has at most a limited ability to speak and understand English. Plaintiffs
PlaintiffsSoberal-Perez,
Soberal-Perez, Cortez,
Cortez,
and Carballo each
eachapplied
appliedfor
for disability
disability benefits
benefits
pursuant to
to Title
TitleIIII of
ofthe
theSocial
Social Security
Security Act, 42
pursuant
U.S.C. § § 401-431 (1976 & Supp. V 1981),
U.S.C.
1981), or
or
supplemental security income benefits
benefits pursuant
to
TitleXVI
XVI of
ofthe
theSocial
SocialSecurity
SecurityAct,
Act,42
42U.S.C.
U.S.C.
to Title
§§1381-1383c (1976
§§1381-1383c
(1976&&Supp.
Supp.VV1981),
1981),ororboth.
both. All
All
of denial
denial of
received notices of
of their
theirclaims
claims in
in Englis,
Englis,
becauseof
oftheir
theirinability
inability to underand, allegedly because
stand these notices
notices and
and the
the oral
oral instructions given
Securityoffice,
office, all
all waived
waived aa right
right to
to a
at the
the Social
Social Security
717 F.2d
hearing or failed
failed to
to file
filetimely
timelyappeals.
appeals. 717
F.2d
37... .
at 37.

that the secretary's
failure to
to print
print
Plaintiffs allege that
secretary’s failure
and forms
forms in Spanish
Spanishand
andto
to provide
provide oral innotices and
structions in
the Social Security
Security office
office viostructions
in Spanish at the
their due
andequal-protection
equal-protection rights
lated their
due process
process and
as well
well as
astheir
their rights
rights under Title
of the
as
Title VI of
the Civil
Civil
Rights Act
Act of
of1964,
1964,42
42U.S.C.
U.S.C. § 2000d. They
They seek
seek a
judgment
judgmentdeclaring
declaringthat
thatthe
thesecretary's
secretary’s actions
actions violated their constitutional
constitutional and statutory rights
an injunction
injunction requiring
and an
requiring the
the secretary
secretary to provide documents
documents and
and oral
oralservices
services in
in the
the Spanish
Spanish
to persons
personsininplaintiffs’
plaintiffs' position.
position. An
language to
An exexamination of
that
amination
of plaintiffs'
plaintiffs’claims
claimsconvinces
convinces us that
the District
District Court
Court was
was correct in
in dismissing
dismissing the
at 37-38.
complaint. 717 F.2d
F.2d at
37-38.
The Court of Appeals held:
held:

This
isaacase
casewhere
where“the
"thelegitimate
legitimate non-invidious
This is
purposes of
of aa law
law cannot
cannot be missed.”
missed." Personnel
purposes
Personnel
Administrator
of
Massachusetts
v.
Feeney,
442
Administrator of Massachusetts v. Feeney, 442
U.S.at
at275.
275.ItIt isisnot
notdifficult
difficult for
U.S.
for us
us to
to understand
why the
that forms should be
the secretary
secretary decided that
printed
printed and
and oral
oral instructions
instructions given
given in
in the
the English
English
English isisthe
thenational
national language
language of
of the
language: English
United
States. . .
United States.
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We need
need only
only glance
glance at
at the
the role
role of
of English
English in
in our
our
We
national affairs
national
affairs to
toconclude
conclude that
thatthe
thesecretary's
secretary’s
not irrational.
irrational. Congress
actions are not
Congress conducts
conducts its
affairs in
judicial
affairs
in English, the executive and judicial
branchesof
ofgovernment
government do
do likewise.
likewise. In addition,
addition,
branches
naturalized United
United
those who wish to become naturalized
States
read English.
English. 8 U.S.C.
U.S.C.
States citizens
citizens must
must learn
learn to
to read
1978). (Because
§ 1423 (1976 & Supp.
Supp. IIII 1978).
(Because they
they were
born in
plaintiffs Soberal-Perez,
born
in Puerto
Puerto Rico,
Rico, plaintiffs
Soberal-Perez,
and Carballo are
are citizens
citizens of
of the
the United
Cortez, and
States, 88 U.S.C.
U.S.C. § 1402
es1402 (1976),
(1976), and
and need not
not establish any fluency in
tablish
in English, Arroyo vv. Tucker
Tucker, 372
372
F.
F.Supp.
Supp. 764,
764, 766
766 (E.D.
(E.D. Pa.
Pa.1974)).
1974)).Given
Given these
these facnot irrational
tors, it is not
irrational for
forthe
thesecretary
secretary to
to choose
choose
asthe
theone
onelanguage
languagein
inwhich
which to
to conduct
conduct
English as
official affairs.
her official
affairs.See
SeeFrontera
Frontera vv.Sindell,
Sindell, 522
522
F.2d
Sheffield,325
325F.
F. Supp.
Supp.
F.2dat
at 1219;
1219; Carmona
Carmona v.
v Sheffield,
1341, 1342 (N.D. Cal.
1341,
Cal. 1971),
475F.2d
F.2d 738
1971), aff’d,
aff'd, 475
(9th
Cir. 1973). . .
(9th Cir.

No plaintiff
plaintiff in
No
in this
this litigation
litigationalleges
alleges that
thathe
he is
is
under aa disability
disability that
that would prevent him from
need for
for further
further inquiry.
understanding the need
Plaintiffs' only
that they
Plaintiffs’
only non-physical disability is that
unable to
to understand
understand English.
English. AArule
are unable
rule placing
and further
further inquiry
inquiry on
the burden of diligence and
part of
non-English-speaking individual
individual
the part
of a non-English-speaking
served in
in this
this country
country with
with aa notice
notice in
in English
English
does not
not violate
violate any
any principle
principleof
ofdue
dueprocess.
process.
717 F.2d
F.2d at
at 42-43. [Emphasis
[Emphasis added].
added].
In Toure v. United
States,24
24F.3d
F.3d 444 (2d
(2d Cir.
Cir. 1994):
1994):
United States,

Toure argues,
argues, as
ashe
hedid
didininthe
thecourt
court below,
below, that
that
the administrative forfeiture
was procedurally
forfeiture was
deficient because
the government
government provided nodeficient
because the
tice of
of seizure
seizure in
in English, which
which Toure,
Toure, whose native
language
is
French,
allegedly
was unable
unable to
tive language is
allegedly was
of his
his limited
limited
understand completely
completely because
because of
knowledge of
that this
knowledge
of English.
English. Toure contends that
notice failed to
to provide
provide him
him with
withdue
dueprocess
process of
accordingly that
that the District
law, and accordingly
District Court
Court had
had
jurisdiction to
to provide
provide relief
relief to
to him
him despite
despite the
jurisdiction
completed
completed administrative
administrativeforfeiture.
forfeiture. We affirm
upon this
in reliance upon
this court's
court’s decision
decision in
in SoberalPerez v.
F.2d 36, 43-44 (2d Cir.
Cir. 1983),
1983),
v. Heckler, 717 F.2d
(providing notice
(providing
noticein
inEnglish
English to
toSpanish-speaking
Spanish-speaking
Securitybenefits
benefits not
not violative
violative
claimants of Social
Social Security
of
due process),
process), cert.
cert. denied,
denied,466
466U.S.
U.S. 929,
929, 80
80 L.
L.
of due
104 S. Ct.
Ed. 2d 186, 104
Ct. 1713 (1984). 24 F.3d
F.3d at
at 444.

As the
the preceding
preceding cases
show,even
evenwhen
when government
government
cases show,
freedom is involved,
involved, a notice in
benefits or
or a person's
person’s freedom
English isissufficient
sufficient even
even if
if that
that person
English
person does
does not
not speak
speak
English.
English.

4
4

Document hosted at
http://www.jdsupra.com/post/documentViewer.aspx?fid=7b76db1f-ddb1-4913-baae-8d414215e68f

English isissufficient
sufficient for
for a person’s
person'sfreedom,
freedom, aafortiori,
fortiori,
If English
it is sufficient for
for aa contract.
In Maines Paper and
and Food
Food Service
Service Inc. v.
Adel,681
681N.Y.S.2d
N.Y.S.2d
v Adel,
390 (App.
which aa
(App. Div.
Div. 3d
3d Dep’t
Dep't 1998)
1998) upheld
upheld aa contract
contract in which
person stated
stated “he
"he was
wasfraudulently
fraudulently induced
induced by
by plaintiff’s
plaintiff's
person
representatives to
to sign the agreement. He
representatives
Heclaims
claims he
he was
was
corporate credit application
not told
told the
the document
document was
was a corporate
681 N.Y.S.2d
or it
contained a personal guarantee.”
N.YS.2d at
it contained
guarantee." 681
391. These
391.
These are the
the same
same facts as
as in the
the instant
instantcase
case as
as
by the
the plaintiff-respondent.
plaintiff-respondent.
alleged by

The
Appellate Division
Division stated
stated “an
"an inability
inability to
The Appellate
to understand
language,without
without more, is
is insufficient
insufficient to
the English
English language,
avoid this general rule."
rule.”681
681 N.Y.S.2d
N.YS.2d at 391.
The Appellate
Appellate Division
Division continued
continued “defendant’s
"defendant's alleged
'difficulty' with
‘difficulty’
withthe
theEnglish
Englishlanguage
languageisisirrelevant,
irrelevant,as
as he
admitted at his examination
examination before
before trial
trial that
that he
candidly admitted
made
made no
no attempt
attempt to read the document before signing it
nor did he attempt
attemptto
tohave
havesomeone
someone else
else read or explain
681 N.Y.S.2d
it to him."
him.” 681
391.
N.YS.2d at
at 391.

its conclusion
conclusion the
the Appellate
Appellate Division held:
In its
Having failed to
to read
read the
the agreement
agreementor
orbecause
because
difficulty with
of an alleged difficulty
withthe
theEnglish
English language,
having failed
failed to
tohave
havesomeone
someone else
else read or
or exit to
plain it
to him,
him, defendant
defendantisis precluded
precluded from
fromasasfraudulent inducement
serting fraudulent
inducementsince
since there cannot
681 N.Y.S.2d
be any
391.
N.YS.2d at
at 391.
any justifiable
justifiable reliance. 681
In Yerxa,
Inc. vv.Viviano,
Viviano,44
44S.W.2d
S.W.2d 98
Yerxa, Andrews
Andrews & Thurston
Thurston Inc.
(Miss. 1931)
(Miss.
1931) the
the Missouri
Missouri Supreme
SupremeCourt
Courtfound
found that
that the
defendant Viviano:
defendant

Claimed first
first that
that Viviano signed the
the bond
bond in ignoClaimed
rance of
of its
its contents,
contents,without
without ability
ability to
rance
to read
read or unit, that
derstand it;
that ititwas
was misrepresented
misrepresented to him.
him.
being shown
shown the
the bond,
bond, Viviano
Viviano testified
testified that
that
Upon being
his name
name signed
signedto
to it,
it, but he never read it;
it;
it was his
he was
that time,
time,January
January 1923,
1923,
was an
an Italian
Italian and, at that
unable to
understand the
the English
English
to read
read English or understand
language spoken; that
co-surety
language
thatRandazzo,
Randazzo, his co-surety,
said nothing
nothing to
said
to him
him at
at the
the time
time the
thepaper
paper was
was
signed, but
but came
came to
to his
his office
office that
that day before the
paper was
was signed
signedand
andtold
told him
him he
he wanted
wanted him
him to
go over to court for
the
valuation
of
Randazzo's
for the valuation of Randazzo’s
factory. He
He then went over to court with
with Mr.
Mr.
Randazzo. That was all that
that Randazzo
said. He
Randazzo.
Randazzo said.
said nothing
nothing about
about any bond. The
witness did
did not
not
said
The witness
wrote his name at
at the botunderstand when he wrote
tom of
of the
the paper
paper that
that he
he was
was agreeing to pay
$14,500. 44 S.W.2d at 98- 99.
$14,500.
99. [Emphasis
[Emphasis added].
added].
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Once again,
again, we have the
the case
where a person who
who does
Once
case where
does
not understand
document and then
not
understand English
English simply
simply signs aa document
he should
should not
not be bound
bound by it.
it.
claims he
analyzing the
non-English speaking
In analyzing
the case
case when such non-English
Court held
held that:
that:
allegations are made the Missouri Supreme Court

Where aa person
person cannot
cannot read
read the
the language in
Where
is asked
askedto
tosign
signisiswritten,
written, itit
which a contract he is
is his
his duty
duty to
to procure some
some person
person to
to read
read or
or
is
explain it
it to
to him
himbefore
beforehe
hesigns
signs it,
it,just
justas
as ititis
is his
his
failduty to
to read
read itit ififhe
heis
is able
able to
to do
do so,
so, and his failto obtain a reading or explanation of
ure to
of itit is
is
such gross
grossnegligence
negligenceas
aswill
willestop
estophim
him to
to avoid
avoid it
such
ignorant of
on the ground that
that he
he was ignorant
of its
contents. 44 S.W.2d at 99.
99. [Emphasis
[Emphasis added].
added].

The court
court in Viviano correctly resolves
resolvesthis
thissituation.
situation. If
does not
not understand
understand English,
someone does
English, itit is
is his responsibility to
to go
go to
to someone
someone who
who does
does understand
understand English
English and
and
have itit explained to him in
have
in his own language.
The case
caseof
of Bricklayers’
Bricklayers' Pension
PensionTrust
TrustFund-Metropolitan
Fund-Metropolitan
Area v.
v. Chirco,
Chirco, 675
675 F.
F. Supp.
Area
Supp. 1083
1083 (E.D.
(E.D.Mich.
Mich. 1987)
1987) involved
involved
person who
who could not read or
a person
or write
writeEnglish
English and
and was
was
attempting not
attempting
notto
tobe
bebound
boundby
by aa contract.
contract.

alleges that
that he
he was
wasfraudulently
fraudulently
Defendant alleges
induced into
signing the
the1982-1986
1982-1986 collective
into signing
bargaining agreement. Specifically,
defendant
bargaining
Specifically, defendant
claims that
that union
union officer
officer Carlo Martina
Martina falsely
claims
that he must simply join
represented to Chirco that
perform the bricklaying job
the union in order to perform
Taylor, and
and that
that a signature of
of the
in Taylor,
the Red
Red Book
was
needed for
for membership.
membership. Defendant
was needed
Defendant was
was
that he
under the impression that
he was merely signing
union member, and
the agreement to
to become
become a union
an employer
employer accepting a collective barnot as an
agreement. He testified that
that he could
gaining agreement.
neither read nor comprehend the significance
significance of
of
neither
Supp. at
at
the
this occasion. 675 F.
F. Supp.
the Red Book, on this
1084. [Emphasis
1084.
[Emphasis added].
added].
Chirco the
the court
court held
held that the
In Chirco
the contract
contract was
was enforceable
defendant's claim that he could neither
neither read
despite the defendant’s
write English.
nor write
English.
In Hansen v.
v. Gavin,
Gavin, 117
117 N.E.
N.E.513
513(Ill.
(III.1917)
1917)the
the Illinois
Illinois
Supreme Court
Court held
held that
that a contract
Supreme
contract was
was enforceable
enforceable even
even
though the
not fluent
though
the person
person signing
signing itit was
was not
fluentin
inEnglish
English and
it was not read to him.
In International
Text-BookCo.
Co.vv.Anderson,
Anderson,162
162S.W.
S.W.641
641
International Text-Book
(Miss. Ct. App.
contract sued
sued
App. 1913)
1913) itit was
was alleged
alleged “the
"the contract
upon was
S.W.at
at 642.
642. The
was procured
procuredthrough
through fraud.”
fraud." 162 S.W.
Missouri Court
Court of
of Appeals
Appealsfound
found that
that it
it "appears
Missouri
“appears from
from his
his
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[defendant's] own statements
that he knew the contract
[defendant’s]
statements that
was for
for instruction
instruction to
language."
to teach
teach him
him in
in the
the English language.”
162
162 S.W.
S.W.atat642.
642. The
TheMissouri
MissouriCourt
Court of
of Appeals
Appeals went
went on
to hold:
to
The defendant
defendant is conclusively
conclusively presumed
presumed to
to know
know
the contents of the contract and if he could not
read it himself, itit was
was his duty
duty to
to have
have someone
someone

read itit to
to him
him before
before signing
signingit.it...
read
..
A person who is competent
competent to
to contract
contract is
is conclusively presumed
presumedto
to know
know the contents of the
sively
the conand the
the fact that
that he
not read
tract he signs
signs and
he does
does not
it does
..
does not
not rebut
rebut this
thispresumption.
presumption...

accordwith
with the
the terms
termsof
ofthe
the writing
writing the party
In accord
has signed,
signed, for
for if
if he
has
he can
can read, he must
must do
do so
so and,
if not,
not, then
then itit devolves
devolves upon him to
to have another
read
S.W. at
at 642- 43.
read or
or explain
explain itit for him. 162 S.W.
The case
case of
of Division of
of Youth
Youthand
andFamily
FamilyServices
Services v.
v.
M.Y.J.P.
andI.R.A,
J.R.A,360
360N.J.
N.J. Super.
Super. 426 (App.
(App. Div.
Div. 2003)
2003)
M.YJ.P and
dealt with
with a review from a judgment that terminated the
natural parents and granted
parental rights of
of aa child's
child’s natural
guardianship over the child in favor of
of respondent
respondent Division
of Youth
of
Youthand
andFamily
FamilyServices.
Services.

The Division of
of Youth
Youthand
andFamily
FamilyServices
Services commenced
commenced a
parental rights
rights termination
termination proceeding,
guardianship and parental
proceeding,
with
withnotice
noticesent
sent in
inEnglish
English to
to his
his Creole-only-speaking
mother.

The Appellate
Appellate Division upheld
upheld the
the lower
lower court’s
court's ruling
ruling
with the
even with
the notice
notice being
beingsent
sent in
in English
English to
to a person who
does not
not read or write
write English.
does
English.
In Kaplan
v. Kaplan,
Kaplan, 44 N.J.
N.J. Super. 554
Kaplan v.
554 (App.
(App. Div. 1949) the
appellant widow
widow sought
sought review
review of
of an
an order
order of
of the
the Superior
Superior
judgment in
Court, which rendered judgment
in favor
favor of
of respondent
respondent exexecutor in respondent's
respondent’s action for
for specific
specific performance of
of aa
written
written ante-nuptial
ante-nuptialagreement
agreement between
between appellant
appellant and
and
the deceased.
the
deceased.

Appellant
arguing that
Appellant denied making the agreement, arguing
she was
wasfraudulently
fraudulently induced to
she
to sign it,
it, and
and alleged
alleged in
in an
oral agreement
agreement made
madebefore
beforethe
the written
written one,
one, that the
decedent had
had agreed
agreedto
to provide
provide for
for her support
support for
for the
decedent
rest of
of her
her life.
life. The
rest
The lower court rendered judgment in
favor of
of respondent and appellant sought review. The
The
Appellate
Appellate Division
Division affirmed
affirmed the
thelower
lowercourt's
court’sdecision.
decision.
The Superior
SuperiorCourt
Courtrejected
rejectedappellant’s
appellant'sargument
argument of
of
The
fraud, even though
though appellant
fraud,
appellantwas
was unable
unable to
toread
readEnglish.
English.
The Appellate
Appellate Division concluded appellant’s
appellant's evidence of
of
was an
an obvious
obviousattempt
attempt to
to alter the
an oral agreement was
terms of
of aa written
written agreement
terms
agreement by parol, which the court
would not
not permit.
permit.
would
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Merrill, Lynch,
& Smith
Smith Inc.
Inc. v.
v Benton,
Benton, 467
In Merrill,
Lynch, Pierce, Fenner &
So.2d 311
311 (Fla. 2d Ct.
Ct. App.
App. 1985),
1985),the
the court
court stated
stated that
that no
"can defend against its enforcement on the
one “can
the sole ground
that
he signed it without
withoutreading
readingit."
it.”467
467So.2d
So.2dat
at312.
312.
that he

The
court went on to
The court
to state:
state:
Unless one
one can
can show
show facts
facts and
and circumstances
circumstances to
to
Unless
demonstrate that he
he was prevented from readreading the contract,
contract, or
or that
thathe
he was
was induced
induced by statements
from reading
reading
ments of
of the
the other
other party to refrain from
the contract,
..
contract, itit isisbinding.
binding...
Personsnot
not capable
capable of
of reading
reading English, as well
well as
those who
who
Persons
as those
are free
free to elect to
to bind
are, are
bind themselves
themselves to contract
contract terms
they sign without
without reading.
reading. In
InSutton
Suttonvv.Crane,
Crane, supra,
supra, the
court quoted
with
approval
from
American
Jurisprudence
quoted with approval from American Jurisprudenceas
as
fol lows:
follows:

The rule that
that one
one who
whosigns
signs a contract
contract is
is preto know
know its
sumed to
its contents
contents has
has been applied
even to
to contracts
contracts of
of illiterate
illiterate persons
even
persons on the
ground that
ground
thatififsuch
such persons
persons are unable to
to read,
read,
negligent if they fail
they are negligent
fail to
to have
have the contract
to them. IfIfaa person
read to
person cannot read the instrumuch his
his duty
duty to
to procure some reliment, itit is
is as
as much
person to
to read
read and
and explain
explain itit to
to him, before
able person
signsit,
it, as
asititwould
would be
be to
to read
read it
it before
before he
he signs
if he were able to
his failure
failure to
signed it if
to do
do so, and his
obtain aa reading
obtain
reading and
and explanation
explanationofofititisissuch
suchgross
gross
aswill
will estop
estop him
him from
from avoiding
avoiding it
it on
negligence as
ignorant of
the ground
ground that
thathe
he was
was ignorant
of its
its contents.
contents.
The burden
burden is
is on
on the
the person
person who
who cannot read to
The
know that
know
thathe
he cannot
cannot read
read and
and ififhe
he desires
desires to
an instrument
instrument read and explained to him,
have an
reliable person to do so before he
to select aa reliable
signs it.
..
signs
it...

There was
was no
no allegation
allegation or testimony whatsoever that
that the petitioners
ever
petitioners prevented
prevented respondent
respondent
from reading
to refrom
reading the
the contract,
contract, or
or induced her to
frain from
frain
from reading
reading it,
it, or
or in
inanyway
anyway prevented
prevented her
from reading
from
reading itit or
or having
having itit read
read to
to her
her by
by a reliable person of
her choice.
choice. 467 So.2d at 312-13.
of her
[Emphasis added].
added].
[Emphasis
case of
Sutton v.
v. Crane,
Crane, 101
101 So.2d
So.2d 823
823 (Fla.
(Fla. 2d
2d Ct.
Ct.
The case
of Sutton
App. 1958) also
also dealt
dealt with
with the
person not
not
the issue
issue of a person
knowing what
knowing
whatwas
was in
in aa contract
contract that
that he
he signed.
signed.

The court
court held that:
The rule that
that one
one who
whosigns
signs a contract
contract is
is presumed to know
know its
contents
has
been
applied
its contents has
applied even
even
to
contracts
of
illiterate
persons
on
the
ground
to
illiterate persons

6
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that ififsuch
are unable
unable to read, they are
that
such persons are
negligent if
if they
they fail
fail to
to have
have the
the contract read to
them. IfIfaa person
person cannot read the instrument,
instrument, itit is
is
as much
much his
hisduty
duty to
to procure some reliable person
as
to read and explain to
to
to him,
him, before
beforehe
hesigns
signs it,
it, as
as it
would
would be
be to
to read it
it before
before he
he signed it if
if he
he were
so, and
and his
hisfailure
failure to
to obtain
obtain a reading
reading
able to do so,
explanation of
and explanation
ofititisissuch
such gross
gross negligence
negligence as
as
him from
from avoiding
avoiding itit on
on the
the ground
ground that
that
will estop him
101 So.2d at 825.
he was
of its
its contents.
contents. 101
was ignorant
ignorant of
[Emphasis added].
added].
[Emphasis

The
court stated
stated further:
further:
The court
While itit is
is true
true that
thatone
onecannot
cannotby
by aa false
false representation induce
upon another’s
another's part
part
sentation
induce carelessness
carelessness upon
and then
then profit
profit by
in the matter of
of signing papers
papers and
such negligence,
negligence, the
the policy
policy of
of the law is that
that he
such
will not
own interest
interest
who will
not reasonably
reasonably guard his own
has reasonable
reasonableopportunity
opportunity to
when he has
to do
do so,
so, and
there is no circumstance reasonably
reasonably calculated
calculated to
there
opportunity, must
deter him from improving
improving such
such opportunity,
inattake the
the consequences.
consequences. Where there
there is
is such inattention amounting
on the
tention
amountingtotogross
grosscarelessness
carelessness on
side and
and misstatement
misstatement upon
upon the
the other
other and
one side
and
but for the former the latter
latter would
would not
not be
be effeceffective and
occursto
tothe
the inexcusably
inexcusablynegligent
negligent
tive
and loss
loss occurs
one, he is
is remediless.
remediless. ‘Not
'Not because
the wrongwrongbecause the
own wrongdoing
doer can plead his own
wrongdoingas
asan
anexcuse
excuse
for not
for
not making
making reparation,
reparation,but,
but,first,
first,because
because the
consequencesare
areattributable
attributable to
to inexcusable inatconsequences
tention of
tention
ofthe
theinjured
injuredparty
partyand,
and,second,
second,because
because
not protect
who, with
with full
full opthe court will not
protect those who,
portunity to
portunity
todo
doso,
so, will
will not
notprotect
protectthemselves.
themselves.
See
Co. vv.Slot,
Slot,121
121 Wis.
Wis.
SeeStandard
StandardManufacturing
Manufacturing Co.
14, 98 N.W.
14,
923, 927,
927, 105
105 Am.St.Rep.
Am.St.Rep. 1016; Parker
N.W 923,
101 So.2d
v Parrish,
v.
Parrish, 18
18 Ga.
Ga. App.
App.258,
258,89
89S.E.
S.E. 381.
381. 101
[Emphasis added].
added].
at 826.
826. [Emphasis

Finally, the
the court
court in Sutton stated:
Finally,
Since reliance
reliance upon
upon a false
false representation
representation is
Since
is an
essential element
element of
of the plaintiff's
essential
plaintiff’scause
cause of
of acaction, the
tion,
the plaintiffs
plaintiffsmust
must prove
prove that
that they
they were
were jusjustified in
tified
in relying
relying upon
upon the
thefalse
false representation,
that they
that
they did
did rely upon it,
it, and
and that
that they
they acted
acted in
reliance
reliance upon
upon itit to their
their injury. 24 Am. Jur. Fraud
and Deceit
Deceit §§ 264.
264. In
In measuring
measuringtheir
their right
right to rely
representation, it
it has been said
said that
that
upon such
such representation,
person must
must use
usereasonable
reasonablediligence
diligence for
for
every person
101 So.2d at 826. [Emphasis
his
his own
own protection.
protection. 101
added].
added].
statutory or
law basis
for
In conclusion, there is no statutory
orcase
case law
basis for
requiring franchise
to be in any language
requiring
franchise agreements to
other than
other
than English.
English.
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Notes

New Hampshire (Distributorship
(DistributorshipDisclosure
DisclosureAct,
Act,N.H.
N.H.Rev.
Rev. Stat.,
Stat.,
§§358-E:1 to
Title XXXI,
XXXI, Chap
Chap 358-E,
358-E, §§358-E:1
to 358-E:8)
358-E:8)
Title

1

CFR 436.1
436.1 et seq.
seq.
1 16 CFR

New York (General Business
Business Law,
695)
Law, Art.
Art. 33, §§680 to
to 695)

2

56:10-1 et seq.
N.J.S.A. 56:10-1
seq.
z N.J.S.A.

3

Arkansas (Franchise
4,
(Franchise Practices
PracticesAct,
Act,Ark.
Ark. Code
Code of
of 1987, Title 4,
3 Arkansas
Chap. 72, §4-72-207)

North
Carolina (Business
(Business Opportunity
Sales Law,
Law, Gen.
Gen. Stat.
Stat. of
ofN.C.,
N.C.,
North Carolina
Opportunity Sales
Chap.
66-100)
§§66-94 to 66-100)
Chap. 66,
66, Art.
Art. 19, §§66-94
North
Dakota(Franchise
(Franchise Investment
Investment Law,
Law, N.D.
N.D. Century
Century Code,
Code,
North Dakota

California
(Franchise Investment
Investment Law,
Law, Cal.
Cal. Corporations
Corporations Code,
Code,
California (Franchise
Div. 5, Parts 1 to 6,
Div.
6, §§31000
Seller
§§31000 to
to 31516
31516 and
and Contracts
Contracts for
for Seller
1
Assisted Marketing
Plans, Cal.
Cal. Civ.
Civ. Code,
Code, Div.
Div. 3,
2.7,
Assisted
Marketing Plans,
3, Part 4, Title 2.7,
§§1812.200
§§1812.200 to 1812.221)
Connecticut (Business
(Business Opportunity
Act, Conn.
Conn. Gen'l
Gen’l
Opportunity Investment Act,
Stat.,
Chap. 672c, §§36b-60
36b-80)
§§36b-60 to 36b-80)
Stat., Title 36b, Chap.

§§51-19-01 to
Chap. 51-19, §§51-19-01
to 51-19-17)
51-19-17)
Title 51, Chap.

Ohio (Business
(Business Opportunity
Purchasers Protection
Ohio Code,
Code,
Opportunity Purchasers
Protection Act, Ohio
§§1334.01 to
Chap. 1334, §§1334.01
to 1334.15
1334.15 and 1334.99)
1334.99)
Title 13, Chap.

Oklahoma (Business
(Business Opportunity
Sales Act, Ok. Stat.,
Stat., 1991,
1991,
Opportunity Sales
71 Chap. 4, §§801
§§801 to
to 828)
828)
Title 71

Florida (Franchises
Fla. Stat.,
Stat., 1995, Chap. 817,
817,
(Franchisesand
and Distributorships,
Distributorships, Fla.
§817.416
Business Opportunities
Fla. Stat.,
Stat., 1995,
§817.416 and
and Sale
Sale of
of Business
Opportunities Act, Fla.
Chap. 559
559.80 to
559.815)
559 §§
§§ 559.80
to 559.815)

Oregon (Franchise
(Franchise Transactions,
Transactions, Or.
50, Chap
Chap 650,
650,
Or. Stat., Title 50,
§§650.005
§§650.005 to 650.085)

Georgia (Business
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Chap. 367,
to 367.819
367.819 and
1988 Supp.,
Supp., Title XXIX,
367.990)
Louisiana (Business
Sellers and
and Agents,
Agents,Lou.
Lou.Rev.
Rev. Stat.
Stat.
(BusinessOpportunity
Opportunity Sellers
§§51:1801 to
of 1950,
1950, Title 51, Chap.
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Tennessee (Motor
47, Chap.
Chap. 25,
25,
Tennessee
(Motor Fuel Franchise, Tenn. Code,
Code, Title 47,
§§47-25-601 to
§§47-25-601
to 47-25-607)
47-25-607)
Vermont (Service
(Service Station Operators and oil
oil companies,
companies, Vt.
Vt. Stat.,
Stat.,
Vermont
Title 9, Chap.
Chap. 109, §4103)
Vehicles, Va.
Va. Code of
of 1950,
1950, Title
Title 46.2,
46.2, Chap.
Chap. 15,
(Motor Vehicles,
Virginia (Motor
7, §§46.2-1566
46.2-1567)
§§46.2-1566 and 46.2-1567)
Art. 7,
Washington, D.C.
D.C. (Retail
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Washington,
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