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any error was minimized when repeatedlythe defendant’s counsel
emphasized finding insanitythat a of would not mean that the

“simply away.”defendant would walk Helgemoe,See Novosel v. 118
125, (andat 384 A.2d at 130 therein).N.H. cases cited

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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the briefBackus, on(Elizabeth CazdenManchesterof&O’Neill
plaintiff.orally), for theand

II,Upton, on theSmith, (Robertof ConcordUpton, &Sanders
intervenors, NormanandScott Stowellorally), theforandbrief

Stowell.
Claremont, se,pro brief.filed noL. ofPaul Ransom

Company filed aBrock, Insuranceplaintiff HanoverTheJ.
coverage aunderdeclaratory judgment to determinepetition for

Paul L.defendantto thepolicy which it had issuedhomeowner’s
(RogerJ.) approved the Master’s(Johnson,The Trial CourtRansom.

requiredplaintiff betheEsq.) thatBurlingame, recommendationG.
Stowell,injury Scottcoverage bodily the intervenortoprovide forto

of hismowing thelawn in courseinjured awhilewaswho
son, We reverse.by Ransom.Chrisemployment the defendant’s

care(1) the lawnwhetherappealon are:principalThe issues
coveragefromwas excludedminor sonenterprise of the defendant’s

(2)policymeaning andthethe ofpursuit, withina businessas
against thenegligence actionpolicy acoveredthewhether

by activities.injuries his son’sthe causedfordefendant
Ransom, old,years1976, fifteenthenDuring of Chrissummerthe

enterprise known asengaged carein a lawnwereStowelland Scott
had hiredof ManchesterThe dioceseCare Service.”“Chris’s Lawn

of its Claremontthe lawnto mowLawn Care Service”“Chris’s
lawnmower, wasriding power Scottusing aproperty. While

seriously injured.
compensation benefits.initially sought workmen’sScott Stowell

that Chrishearing, determineda the labor commissionerAfter
compensationsubject workmen’semployer, to thewas anRansom
coverage,compensation thenot have workmen’sBecause he didact.
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compensation for paycarrier the diocese was ordered to benefits to
appealedScott. The diocese the labor commissioner’s decision to the

court,superior appeal pursuedbut the was not to its conclusion as
agreedparties uponthe a settlement. Scott Stowell and his father

subsequently brought against defendant, allegingan action the that
negligently operationhe failed to his son incontrol the of a

dangerous activity. plaintiff petitionThe then filed its for
declaratory judgment and the Stowells intervened. The trial court
determined that enterpriseChris Ransom’s lawn care was not a

pursuit” coverage“business which was excluded from under the
policy, plaintiff obligatedand provide coverage.that the was to The
plaintiff appeals.

The record reveals that operatingthe defendant’s son had been
enterprise years.his lawn care Duringfor a number of the summer

1976, approximatelyof he twenty twenty-fivedevoted perto hours
enterprise. soughtweek to the by advertisingHe customers in the

newspaper.local agreement father,aUnder loan with his he was
purchase piecesable to several equipment,of lawn maintenance at

approximately $1,500.a total cost of equipmentHe used the
exclusively enterprisein storagehis spaceand he rented to store his
equipment. During 1976, employedthe summer of classmate,he his

Stowell, paidScott whom proceedshe from enterprise.the of the
provisionsThe relevant of policythe homeowner’s issued to the

defendant read as follows:
“Coverage liability:E—Personal company agreesThis to
pay on behalf of the insured all sums which the insured

legally obligatedshall paybecome to bodilybecause of
injury to which applies, bythe insurance caused an
occurrence.

CoverageExclusion l.d.: Under liabilityE—Personal . . .
policy apply bodilydoes not injuryto arising. . . out of

pursuitsbusiness any insured. . . .”of
(Emphasis added.) The term policy“business” was indefined the as

“trade, professiona occupation.”or The “insured” included the
insured,named spouse relatives,and his and if members of the

insured’s household. policyThe coveragehomeowner’s also included
injuries arisingfor all out of the ofuse motorized maintenance

equipment. coverage appliedThis equipmentwhile the beingwas
awayused on or premises.from the

The pursuit”term “business as exclusionaryused in the
clause is unambiguousclear and givenand must be its natural and
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Shield,ordinary meaning. Trombly v. Blue 120 N.H.Cross/Blue
764, 980, Banking770, (1980); v.A.2d see Exeter Co. N.H.423 984

Co., 1083; 1086, 310, (1981).121 438 A.2dIns. N.H. 313 Because
clearly “trade, professioncare was a orChris’s lawn service

Stowell,injury by employee,hisoccupation,” the sustained Scott
coveragefrom under the homeowner’swas excluded defendant’s

policy.

argues expectedthat he his son’s lawn-­The defendant
mowing activity policy provisionto under the whichbe covered

coverageprovides equipmentfor . . .“motorized maintenance while
away premises.”equipment beingis used . .. from the When thethe

however,entirety, Banking v.policy in Exeter Co.is read its N.H.
Co., 1086, 313,121 438 A.2d at it is clear that theIns. N.H. at

liability actions,pursuit applies personalto allbusiness exclusion
including injuries to the use of motorized maintenanceincident
equipment.

We have stated that:
policy“Where the the clear andterms of are unam-

coveragereasonably expectmaybiguous, notan insured
dealings the insuredparties’ prior leadwouldunless ‘the

policy provided himthat thea reasonable beliefto form
coverage,’ the ‘reliance onunless insured’sclaimed orthe

asagent’s so toassurances was reasonable’the [insurer’s]
denying coverage.”companyestop the from

Parts, Ins.(Citations omitted.) Inc. v. Granite StateAutoRobbins
760, 762-63, 507, (1981).Co., The record435 A.2d 509121 N.H.

finding parties’ priorsupport that either thenot aus doesbefore
other, reliance ondealings the defendant’s reasonablewith each or

coverage.insurer, expectation ofthe created anofassurances
injury arose “outthat Scottwe have determined Stowell’sBecause

excluded,insured,” coveragepursuits is and weanof the business of
coverageargument forthat existsnot address the defendant’sneed

negligenthisagainst based onthe defendantintervenor’s actionthe
superviseto his son.failure

Reversed.

All concurred.


