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Pending concerningfurther action disposition bythe child’s the
court,district the child must remain at the YDC.

So ordered.

Batchelder, J., did not sit.
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Millimet, Branch, (E.Devine, DonaldStahl & of Manchester
brief, orally),NyquistNyquist on the and Mr.C.and LeeDufresne

plaintiff.for the
Colliander, (Peter onExeter F. Kearns the brief& ofKearns

orally), defendant.for theand
O’Neill, (ElizabethSpielman, of Manchester CazdenBackus &

orally), thebrief for intervenor Hanover Insurancethe andon
Company.

Brock, declaratory judgment (RSApetition forThis is aJ.
Parts, Inc.,by491:22) brought plaintiff, Robbins Auto tothe

coverage policyextent of its insurance under adetermine the
defendant,by Company.it Granite State Insuranceto theissued

provides productsappeal policyis whether the liabil-issue onThe
coverage plaintiffsity retailfor the numerous storesinsurance

State, store,including onlythroughout or for thethe its Dover
Hampton. Superior (Mullavey, J.)in The Court ruledlocatedstore

coverage policyprovided was not limited to thethe under thethat
theHamptonin and covered Dover store. Thelocatedstore

follow,appealed the reasons that weto this court. Fordefendant
reverse.

6,Augustgiving petitionto this occurred onThe accident rise
1975, injuring personexploded,of onewhen a barrel methanol and
killing appeal, partiespurposes of the haveanother. For this

Parts, Inc.,byagreed that was sold Robbins Auto atthe methanol
store, Hamptonnot itsits Dover store.

accident, operatedplaintiffthe of the the a number ofAt time
throughoutpartsretail auto stores located the State. Some time

accident, Robbins,Sidney plaintiffprior to an of thethe officer
Agencycorporation, incontacted the Ben Orcutt Insurance Dover

concerning liabilityacquisition productsof insurance. Accord-the
Robbins, requesteding testimony Sidneyof Mr. toto the he Orcutt

$1,000,000 coverage corporation’splace worth of onto the “blanket
policypolicy.” Apparently, atno such blanket existed that time

practice Agencyit of the tobecause was the Ben Orcutt Insurance
coverageplace plaintiffthe insurance for the with several differ-

companies. plaintiff’spractice,As a of theent result this and
$1,000,000 liability coverage,products plain-to have in thedesire
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policiesreceived a oftiff number insurance from different com-
provided varyingpanies productswhich liabilityamounts of cov-

erage plaintiff.to the The record usbefore indicates that a
companies, coverageof totallingnumber these with approximately

$700,000, agreed policies provide coveragehave that their for the
underlying defendant,claims. The Granite State Com-Insurance
pany, policy provides any coverage underly-denies that its for the
ing claims.

page question,policyOn the indeclarations of the isthere an
setitem forth as “1. Named Insured and P.O. Address.” theUnder

followingspace provided, appears:the
Parts,Realty,“Robbins Inc. & Robbins Auto Inc.

Washington110 St.
Dover, N.H.”

pageAnother item on is setthe forth as:
premises: (Enter“Item 4. ofLocation ‘same’ if same

above).”location as
space provided item, followingthe appears:In under that the

Lafayette Hampton,1“No. 733 Rd. N.H.”
coverage $1,000,000policy, coverageofUnder “C” the ofa total

provided injurybodily liability. policy grants liabilityis for The
followinginprotection language:section “C” theunder

payCompany“The will on behalf of the insured all sums
legally obligated payshallwhich the insured become to

damages bodily propertyinjury damageoras because of
by arisingan. out. . caused occurrence and of the

ownership, premisesinsuredor themaintenance use of
necessaryoperations to theand all or incidental business

orat the insuredof the named insured conducted from
premises... .”

(Emphasis added.) descriptionA list of exclusions then follows this
coverage, pertinentisof none of which case.to this

interpreting policy, cognizantIn an insurance we are
establishing non-coverage insurer,the uponthat burden of is the

Co., 691,686, 711,v.Olszak Peerless Ins. 119 N.H. 406 A.2d 715
(1979); 491:22(a) (Supp. 1979), any ambiguitiesRSA thatand in

language policythe of the will be in“construed favor of the
against Tromblyinsured and the insurer.” v. Blue Cross/Blue

Shield, 764, 771-72, 980, (1980).120 N.H. 423 A.2d 985
unambigu-policy andof the are clearWhere the terms
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Inc.,Co.,Seppala 121Aho Const.ous, v. &Ins. Co.see Continental
may reasonably374, (1981), notan insured157431 A.2dN.H.

dealings thecoverage parties’ prior would leadexpect unless “the
policy provided himbelief theform a thatto reasonableinsured

Co., 120coverage,” Mut. Ins.v. Concord Gen’lGrimesthe claimed
1312, Hamp-722,718, (1980); Karol v. New422 A.2d 1315N.H.

287, 939,Co., 290, (1980),414 A.2d 941120 N.H.shire Insurance
agent’s“reliance on the assur-insured’sthe [insurer’s]or unless

estop company denyingfrom cov-so as to thewas reasonable”ances
172,168,Hampshire Group,erage, 120 N.H.Ins.Lariviere v. New

Co., 686,309, (1980); v. Ins. 119 N.H.312 Olszak Peerless413 A.2d
690-91, 711, (1979).406 A.2d 714

here,reading theat we conclude thatUpon document issuethe
coverage. spe-language policy not afford Theexpress of the does

policycoverage bodily injurygrant the section of theof undercific
coverageduty provide“C”)(section clearly tolimits the defendant’s

necessary of theonly “operations or to the businessto incidental
premises.”at or the insuredinsured conductednamed from

page policyadded.)(Emphasis the declarations of theWhile
Inc.,Parts, theclearly plaintiff, Auto asincludes the Robbins

insured, premisesjust clearly the as theit also as describesnamed
space providedHampton. for “Locationlocated at Under thestore

separateentrythe three locationspremises,” is room for ofof there
only Hampton appears. Because it has beenthat of the storebut

injury underlyingbodily complained of instipulated thethat the
of con-resulted the insuredactions from a business transaction

store,store, Hampton expressat the Dover not the theducted and
provisions coverage.policy provideof the do not

however, ambiguityplaintiff argues, ofthat because anThe
page policy impressionappearing on the the isdeclarations of the

store, store,Hamptonthat the in to the iscreated Dover addition
First,provided products liability coverage policy.under thealso

headingplaintiff pointsthe out that under the of “1. Named
Address,” plaintiffs corporateInsured and P.O. appearsthe name

St.,along Washingtonheadquarters,with the of its “110address
Dover, store,N.H.” This same ofis the as that its Doveraddress

Cityallegedlythe one that sold the to the of Rochester.methanol
plaintiff points pageThe next out that 5” on the declarations“Item

provides, “[ijnsurance provided respect premisesis towith those
(Emphasis added.)described above.” Because the address of the

1, arguesplaintiffstore is Item anDover listed above in the that
ambiguity exists “prem-as to the isDover store one of thewhether

disagree.ises described Weabove....”
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ambiguitiescourtWhile this will resolve in an insurance
policy insured,in Tromblyfavor of the Shield,v. Blue Cross/Blue

771, 985,120 ambiguityN.H. at 423 A.2d at we will “not force an
againstin order to it Securityresolve an insurer.” See Mut. Cas.

Co., 974,Century denied,(10th Cir.),Co. v. Cas. 531 F.2d 976 cert.
(1976). ambiguity adopted429 U.S. 860 The rule which we in

Trombly applied coveragewill not be so as to create where it is
determining ambiguityclear that none is intended. In whether an

exists, ambiguity,we will look to the claimed consider it in its
context,appropriate accordingand construe the words used to
ordinary,plain, populartheir and definitions. See Calcasieu-­
Bank, Emp. Ins., 290,Marine Nat. Etc. v. Am. 533 (5thF.2d 295

Cir.), denied Employ­cert. sub nom. Louisiana Bank v.& Trust Co.
Corp., (1976).ers Liab. Assurance 429 922U.S.

plaintiffs appearsThe sole reference to the Dover store that on
page headingthe isdeclarations under the “1. Named Insured and

(Emphasis added.) apparentItP.O. Address.” is on faceits that
only mailingintended refer thethis is to to address of the named

insured, place policy, correspondencethe where its bills and other
are mailed. Thisto be becomes even clearer when Item 1 is read in

4,conjunction premises:with Item which reads: “Location of
(Enter above) Occupancy‘same’ if same location as of Premises.”

provided premisesWhile lines are for locationsthe of three under
4, only Hamptonthe locationItem of the insured’s store is listed.

“occupancy” premisestheThe of described is listed as “Auto Parts
Store,” singular. premises 4,in the No other are listed under Item

appear, descriptionnotthe word “same” does and no additional of
“occupancy” appears.

Further, section, 5,” providesthe next “Item that is“[i]nsurance
provided respect premiseswith to those described .above . . .”

circumstances, ambiguitythese find noUnder we and hold that
clearlypolicy’s page coveragethe limitsdeclarations insurance to

4,“premises” Item premises.”those described under “Location of
Hampton onlythe storeBecause insured’s is the one described

4, coverage policy onlyappliesunder Item insurance under the to
it.

support findingThe record before us in casethis does not a
dealingsparties’ priorthat the plain­either with each other or the

agenttiffs reasonable reliance on theassurances of insurer’s
coveragewould warrant and policywe therefore hold that the does

coverage underlyingprovide fornot the claims.
Insur-holding the intervenor Hanoverin case rendersthisOur
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argument policy providesCompany’s primaryon whether theanee
coveragesecondary moot.or

Reversed.

BATCHELDER,J., sit; the othersdid not concurred.
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