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department (DHHS),of and of whomhealth human services both testified
theythat never received letters of that themultiple complaint defendant

alleged that regarding Sunbridge.he sent his father’s care at The DHHS
that,employees had DHHS, theytestified the defendant sent the toletters

would have seen and theinvestigatedthem care thatquality of Huffman
received.

inViewing State,all inferences a most to the alight favorable after
record,review of the we conclude that a couldjuryrational have found

beyond a thereasonable doubt that evidence excluded all rational
conclusions that theexcept defendant withheld frompayments Sunbridge
and dealt with moneyHuffman’s his own.as

Reversed and remanded.

DugganBroderick, C.J., Dalianis, Hicks, JJ.,and and concurred.
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the TrialGALWAY, Hartley, an order ofCraig appealsJ. The petitioner,
J.) motoristhe was not entitled to uninsured(.Fitzgerald, rulingCourt that

thepolicy by respondent,issuedunder his automobile insurancecoverage
(EIC). We reverse and remand.CompanyElectric Insurance

resolvingof facts for the ofstipulation purposeThe submitted aparties
in anpetitionerIt that the “was involvedcoverage providedthe issue.

adriving largethe truck.scope employment”while within of hisincident
theyield wayto the of torightan unidentified vehicle failedWhen

brakes,” strapscaused thejamhe forced “to on his whichpetitioner, was
and the petitionerin his truck break saw to shift. Theholding a box saw to

him and hisby stoppedhe had struck the vehicle behindthought been
leaninghe that had shifted and was nowtruck. When observed the saw

truck, of toof he the truck to the side the roadgatethe the pulledover
roadway.He from the saw onto thegasoline pouringit. then sawreposition

it,the to resecure he suffered forattempted injurieshe to move sawWhen
provision of hissought coveragehe under the uninsured motoristwhich

policy.
provided pay compensatorythat EIC “willpetitioner’s policyThe

to oris entitled recover from the ownerdamages legallywhich an ‘insured’
...‘bodily injury’‘an because ofof uninsured motor vehicle’operator

The before is whether theby petitioneran accident.” sole issue uscaused
tocaused an accident and hence was entitledbodily injury bysuffered a

under thecoverage policy.
in the and ofinterpretation applicationOur review this case is limited to

v.See Farm Mut. Ins. Co.the insurance contract. Statepetitioner’s
(2002).Pitman, 499, ofinterpretation policy148 N.H. 501 The insurance
law we novo. EnergyNorthis a of that review delanguage question

(2001).Co., 156,146 159 WeNatural Gas v. Continental Ins. N.H.
theperson positionthe as would reasonable in the oflanguageconstrue a

policya more casual of the as a whole.readinginsured based thanupon
(2003).103, 105 termsPolicy150 N.H.Lloyd’s Syndicates,Godbout v. Ins.

weunambiguous,the terms are clear andobjectively;are construed where
ordinarynatural Id.language meaning.accord the its and

notcase, petitionertrial concluded that the wasIn this the court
accident, rather as the result of an intentionalas a result of an butinjured

of We haveby previouslyact the insured that broke the chain causation.
“an undesignedunderstood to meanreasonablyheld that “accident” is

chance, of the courseby out usualcontingency,... happening somethinga
unusual, fortuitous, not to beanticipated, naturallynot andthings,of

(2004).Co., 395,151 398 As EICv. Peerless Ins. N.H.expected.” Marikar
in “when thestates, phantomthe accident this casecorrectly occurred
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vehicle failed to the of to himallegedly yield right way Hartley causing to
jam on his brakes and cut to the left to avoid that vehicle.”striking We
then must determine whether the accident caused the forinjury coverage
purposes.

DictionaryThirdWebster’s New International 356 (unabridged
2002)ed. defines to “to bring“cause” as serve as cause or occasion of: into

existence: make.” The have cited no and haveparties cases we found none
in previouslywhich we have addressed whether the policy language
“injury bycaused an accident” that the causalrequires relationship
between the accident and the must be a directinjury proximate cause. See

al., 119:29,§8A L. Russ et COUCH 3DON INSURANCE at 119-46
(Thomson/West 2005). 433,In v. Ins. 136 N.H.Akerley Group,Hartford

(1992),439 we were asked to determine whether coverageinsurance
existed the policy provided injurywhere that the “must result from” the
use of the uninsured motor noted that generallyvehicle. We a causal
connection must the resultingexist between harm and the use of the
vehicle to invoke coverage. Although proximateId. causation was not

law,required to establish under acoverage HampshireNew tenuous
connection was insufficient. Id.

case,In this the actions of the unidentified driver in a seriesresulted
of events not to be thatnaturally expected brought into existence the
plaintiff’s injury. plaintiffWhile the did not observe the gasoline leaking

road,from the saw until he had moved the truck to the side of the he
concluded that it aposed continuing danger publicto the that required his
immediate attention. The shift in the saw’s wasposition directly

theattributable to actions of the unidentified Wedriver. conclude that the
facts establish that the theactions of unidentified vehicle resulted in an
accident that the injuriescaused of the petitioner triggering coverage
under the policy. Accordingly, we reverse the trial rulingcourt’s to the

andcontrary, remand for further consistentproceedings opinion.with this

Reversed and remanded.

DugganBroderick, C.J., Dalianis, Hicks, JJ.,and and concurred.


