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OpinionMemorandum

Brock, defendant, Carr, II,C.J. The individuallyRobert H. and
son,as executor of Carr, III,the estate of his appealsRobert H.

Superiorthe (Gray, J.) findingCourt’s that the deceased son was
not a resident of the father’s household and therefore was not

coverageentitled to liability provisionunder the uninsured motorist
policyof the plaintiff, Holyokethat the CompanyMutual Insurance

in (Holyoke),Salem issued to the father. We hold that the evidence
supports the trial court’s conclusion and therefore affirm.

Carr, III,Robert died in an July 1, 1983,automobile accident on
Stowe,in Vermont. The automobile in which he passengerwas a

bywas not or insured eitherowned the decedent or his father.
Moreover, liability coveringthere was no insurance the automobile.

subsequentlyThe father filed a claim under the uninsured motorist
provision Holyokepolicy. responded byof filinghis own petitiona

declaratoryfor judgment pursuant to RSA 491:22 to determine
whether the decedent son was in afact “relative” who was a
“resident of household,”the same as defined in the automobile

policy,insurance Holyokeand was therefore someone to whom owed
coverage. The trial court thatconcluded the son was not a “relative”

meaningwithin the of policy, appeals.the insurance and the father
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presentappeal purports toAlthough notice ofthe defendant’s
evidenceto whether thequestions, three relateallseparatethree

a residentfinding was notthat the sontrial court’ssupports the
coverage at thepurposes of insurancehousehold forthe father’sof

scope of review is whetherourappropriateTheof his death.time
finding, it is thisandsupport trial court’stheevidence doesthe

Co.,Ins.v. Gen. Mut.upon Spaulding Concordwhich we focus.issue
Galvin,1172, Connolly v.(1982);515, 517, 1173446 A.2d122 N.H.

428, also219, (1980). The defendant221, 429412 A.2d120 N.H.
court,issue, in to thisattempts his brief submittedraise a newto as

Tromblyonpolicy language theambiguity basedthethe of
764,Shield, 423120Trombly v. N.H.BlueSeestandard. Cross/Blue

argumentHowever, was notthis(1980). becauseA.2d 980
below, appeal.entertain it first onadequately we will notraised

1148,307, 309, A.2dHampton, 124 471N.H.Daboul v. TownSee of
(1983).1149

inconcerns us thisConnolly, the same issue thatIn we addressed
a residentcase; namely, of named insured wasa child thewhether

coverage Connolly, suprapurposes.of the for insurancehousehold
Connolly,120, of we held that theA.2d 429. On the factsat 412 at

notconclusion that the son wassupported the trial court’sevidence
household, and therefore was not entitledhisa member of mother’s

120-21,Connolly, supra 412 A.2d at 429. Ourcoverage. atto
dispositionanalysis Connolly helpful presentto our of the case.in is

policyBriefly, in this case found that the insurancethe trial court
coverageprovide theuninsured motorist toissued to the father did

Moreover,insured, Carr, it found that annamed Robert II.
part policyin of to include “the named“insured” was defined IV the

any bya “relative” referenceinsured and relative.” Part IV defined
I, mean ofpart which limited the term “relative” to “a relativeto

named who is a the same household.”the insured resident of
(Emphasis added.)

concludingweighedThe trial court factors before thatnumerous
Holyoke provinghad the was not amet its burden of that son

dayof the that he died.resident father’s household on the
Carr, III,Specifically, was overthe court found that Robert

graduateeighteen highand a when Vermont.school he moved to
facts, stated, coupled procuredtheThese court with the fact that he

apartment employment,and his intent toan “demonstrate[d]
argumentsDespitea new domicile.” thatestablish the defendant’s

only college,temporarymove was a one before Robert enteredthis
at of hadthe court found that the time his death the decedent done
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nothing goal going college,to further ofthe to noand evidence was
presented goto show it still college.that was his tointention to

The requestscourt denied the defendant’s to find that the
decedent never an permanentevidenced intent to become a resident

Stowe, Connollyof Galvin, 220,Vermont. See v. 120 N.H. at 412
at Connolly,A.2d 429. As in the evidence here demonstrated that

parents’the decedent license,listed his onaddress his driver’s
parents frequently,visited his and continued to receive mail at his

parents’ residence,home. Such parents’association with the we said
Connolly, necessarilyin equate beingdoes not with a resident of

their coverage purposes.household for insurance Id. Given the facts
case,of this presented, analysisthe Connolly,evidence and our in

amplewe conclude that the hadtrial court supportevidence to its
findings. 221,Id. at 412 A.2d at 429.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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