
158

Although may counterintuitive,such a result appear we note that RSA
—only500-A:7-adeals with the initial qualification jurorsof their eligibility

be in jury pool. jurorsto the Individual stillare tosubject challenge at the
jury stage. Prospective jurorsselection may be byexamined on voir dire
the court in both cases, (2010), (2010)civil and criminal RSA 500-A:12 :12-a
(amended 2014), by inand counsel civil “incases order to enable tocounsel

bothintelligently exercise peremptory challenges and challenges for
cause,” 500-A:12-a; 2014,RSA see Laws (amending40:1 RSA 500-A:12-ato

cases, 2015).to criminalapply as well as civil 1,effective January
a felonPresumably, who has not ansought annulment of his conviction

bywould be scrutinized the court and suitabilitycounsel for for jury
Thus, positedservice. the absurd result theby mayUnited States be more

theoretical than real.
Finally, we note that the legislature amended RSA in500-A:7-a 2014.See

2014, V, amended,Laws 204:33. Section as “Ajurorreads: shall not have
been of any felonyconvicted unless the conviction has been annulled.” Id.
This amendment notdoes affect our interpretation of RSA 500-A:7-ain its
prior form. Accordingly,we answer the certified inquestion the affirmative.

Remanded.

C.J.,DALIANIS, Lynn, CONBOY, BASSETT,and JJ.,and concurred.
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P.A.,Simoneau,Nixon, ofSlawsky & ManchesterVogelman, Barry,
(Leslie and fororally), petitioners.Nixon on the brief theC.

PC, M.(Garyof Manchester BurtEggleston & CramerPiperPrimmer
Mutual Insuranceorally), respondent,for the Vermonton the brief and

Company.

(VWard, PLLC,Jr., of Wolfeboro RickardsRichardsLaw V.Office of
law), for CharlesWard, respondent,of theJr. on the memorandum

Matthews.

White,LYNN, an order of theappealThe and Peterpetitioners,J. Susan
J.)(Tucker, declaratoryforpetitiontheir adenyingCourtSuperior

(Matthews) was coveredthat Matthewsjudgment respondent Charles
by respondentto motherpolicyinsurance issued hisunder a homeowner’s

Mutual).(Vermont affirm.WeCompanyMutual InsuranceVermont
theby supported bytrial court or arefollowing facts were found theThe

an accidentdog bya owned Matthews causedThis case arose whenrecord.
8, incident occurred whileJulyon 2011. Theinjuredthat Susan White

inbyhome his motherwith friends at a ownedstayingMatthews was
an insurancebyhome was coveredMoultonboroughTheMoultonborough.

definedpolicyMutual. Thebyto mother Vermontpolicy issued Matthews’s
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“residents of household who . . .your youran “insured” to include are
Florida,a inMatthews’s mother also owns home Naples,relatives.” where

of usuallyfor half theapproximately year,she lives and where Matthews
only at The and claimpetitionersvisits Christmas. Matthews that the

primary residence,Florida residence is mother’s theyMatthews’s dobut
not claim that is a of theMatthews resident Florida home.

in Boston and inMatthews was born lived Massachusetts until he moved
yearsheMoultonboroughto when was thirteen old.As a heteenager, lived

at the residence andMoultonborough Academy.attended Moultonborough
2000,In after graduating University, beganfrom Boston he working and

2005,Inliving boughtin Massachusetts full-time. he a inbuilding Somer-
ville, Massachusetts, which he converted into condominium units. He sold

use,several units and retained three: one for his own and two for rentals.
2005,Since Matthews has served as the head of the condominium associa-

building.tion for that
been unemployedMatthews has since 2009 and receives financial assis-

tance from his mother. He uses his onSomerville address his resume.
asked,Matthews testified that since from ifgraduating college, he tells

that he lives in Massachusetts. Thepeople last time Matthews filed tax
case,priorreturns to the 2011 incident toleading this used hishe

only telephoneSomerville address. His has a Massachusetts area code.
Matthews testified that he resides in for orMassachusetts 80% ofmore

However,the year. changedhe has not his voting registration since he first
registered to eighteen,vote when he was is still registeredand he to vote
in Moultonborough. Moultonborough election,He voted in in the 2012 a
month before inhearingthe this ease. Matthews also a Hampshirehas New

However,driver’s license and his vehicle inregistered Hampshire.is New
registerhis todecision his car in New Hampshire bywas motivated his

insurance,desire to avoid buying automobile which is inrequired Massa-
chusetts.

toMatthews refers the asMoultonborough home,house his mother’s not
his home. He togoes Moultonborough occasionally vacations,for long
weekends, and to visit Hefamily. typicallyhis notifies his mother in advance

house,to obtain her to atpermission stay the ifespecially bringinghe is
However,friends. he does not refer to the Moultonborough home as his

home,vacation home either. at the MoultonboroughWhen Matthews uses
the room he whileoccupied growing up, keepsand he some of his personal

atbelongings keythe house. Matthews has a to the Moultonborough home
car,and a decal on his using,mother’s old which he is now that himallows

to enter the indevelopment which the house is located. His boating license
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boat,a which wasownand he used toHampshireinwas issued New
Moultonboroughthe addressmother’s, toregisteredthat wasformerly his

as well.
dog, petitionersMatthews’s theinvolvingthe incidentFollowing 2011

anyis forresponsiblethat Mutualjudgment Vermontsought declaratorya
trial,a bench the trialMatthews. Afterthey recover fromdamages may

motion for reconsid-petitioners’as thethe as wellpetition,court denied
followed.appealThiseration.

law usquestionis a of forlanguageof insurance policyThe interpretation
(2006).However,Co., 584, 587 weN.H.v.MMG Ins. 158Belangerto decide.

not tofindings deferentially, beingour tasktrial factualreview the court’s
differently but to determinewe have founddetermine “whether would

judge.” Fidelityas did the trial U.S.persona reasonable could findwhether
(1983).Inc., 148,Co., Shoes, N.H. 153v. 123Guaranty Inc. Johnson&

(2010), the burden ofVermont Mutual bearsPursuant to RSA 491:22-a
coverage.policy provideits does notproving that

action,in this his argu-is of the respondentsMatthews oneAlthough
seeking coveragehe is underpetitioners’in line the becausements are with

and Matthews assertpolicy petitionersthe Mutual at issue. TheVermont
meaning of his mother’sis a “resident relative” within thethat Matthews

petitionersthe contendargument,In furtherance of thispolicy.insurance
(1) in that a in theruling persontrial court erred reasonablethat: the

insured, the not considerinterpreting policy,the wouldof whenposition
household on dateMoultonborougha of his mother’s theMatthews resident

(2) solelyin its almostinjury; basing rulingthe trial court erredof Susan’s
totestimony subjectivelythat he consideredon Matthews’s Massachusetts

residence; (3) of a homeowner’s insurancehis under the termsbe “primary”
more one when one residencean individual can have than residencepolicy,

(4) consideringhome; bya and trial court erred not whetheris vacation the
ain the insured believe thatperson positiona the of wouldreasonable

a hometo insure vacation wouldpolicy purchasedhomeowner’s insurance
for vacationfamily purposes.who use the homecover all members

standard,legalan incorrectappliedthat the trial courtarguesMatthews
ambiguous. Because Matthews’spolicyand the Vermont Mutual isthat

we will consider themarguments,with thearguments overlap petitioners’
acontrast, that Matthews is residentIn Vermont Mutual assertstogether.

as a of his mother’squalifyand did not residentof Massachusetts
and, thehousehold, coverage policynot to underconsequently, was entitled

Vermont Mutual.agreehome. withMoultonboroughthe Weinsuring

an “insured” to includeat definespolicyThe Vermont Mutual issue
relatives,” notbut defineyourare... doesyourof household who“residents
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However,the term “resident.” we have considered the of termmeaning this
occasions,in on multiplethe insurance context and have defined “resi-

dwells,as anplace physicallydence” “the where individual regardingwhile
it his principal place Belanger,as of abode.” 153 N.H. at (quotation587
omitted). This definition considers two factors that must occur simultane-

“(1) residence;theously: person physicallymust dwell at the claimed and
(2) personthe regard principalmust the claimed residence as his place of

Additionally,abode.” Id. the term “household” is understood to be a group
of as apeople dwelling family under one head and under one roof.

Martin,Metropolitan 593, (1989).&Prop. Liabil. Ins. Co. v. 132 N.H. 596
or not‘Whether individuals are members of the same household is deter-

Co.,the ofbymined facts each case.” v. HoraceLimoges Mann Ins. 134
(1991).474, Likewise,N.H. 475 analthough interpretation of insurance

law,is a of apolicy language question residency“determination of largelyis
the ofupon Belanger,based facts each case.” 153 atN.H. 587.

In lookinterpreting policy language, plainwe to the and ordinary
of inmeaning policy’sthe context.words We construe the terms of

the policy as would a reasonable inperson positionthe of the
uponinsured based more than a reading policycasual of the aas

Policywhole. terms are objectively,construed and where the
a policyterms of are clear and unambiguous, we accord the

language ordinaryits natural and meaning. We need not examine
parties’the reasonable ofexpectations coverage when a policy is

clear and unambiguous; absent ourambiguity, search for the
intent is limited toparties’ the words of the policy.

Co., 719, (2008)(citationsv.Bates Phenix Mut. Fire Ins. N.H.156 722 and
omitted).quotations if“Ambiguity disagreementexists reasonable between

atcontracting parties leads to least two of theinterpretations language.”
Colony 628, (2009)ClimbingIns. Co. v. Dover Indoor Gym, 158 N.H. 630

omitted).(quotation As alreadywe have the termdefined “resident” on
context, however,multiple occasions in this disagreementthere can be no

and, therefore,as meaning Thus,to its no ambiguity.there is policyabsent
language a definitioncontaining of the term “resident” that differs from our

— —case law which is not herepresent rely uponwe our settled definition
of Additionally,the term. due to the lack ambiguity,of we notneed examine
whether a inperson positionreasonable the of the insured expectwould
that a homeowner’s insurance for a vacationpolicy home would cover all
family it purposes.members who use for vacation ourConsequently,
analysis Bates,is limited to the words of the Vermont Mutual policy.See 156
N.H. at 722.
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Holyoke Mutualcourt similar to those infound the trial arebyThe facts
(1988). case,Carr, upheldIn that we thev. 130 698Co. N.H.Insurance

an the thatcoverage groundfor individual ondenial of uninsured motorist
personId. at 698. Theof insured’s household.he not a “resident” thewas

years age,of had movedcoverage sought eighteenwas overfor whom was
Vermont, Id. atand there. 699.apartment employmentan in obtainedinto

circumstances, the individual was not a residentwe held thatUnder these
even hethoughof insurancepurposes coverage,of his home forfather’s

license, often visited his father’shis on his driver’sused father’s address
700; Galvin,home, also v.Connollyand received mail there. Id. at seestill

(1980) of219, (holding that defendant was not resident his120 N.H. 220-21
household, license listed his mother’sthougheven his driver’smother’s

there, a belief that hisexpressedhe mail because headdress and received
home,his he rented andin a location than mother’sresidence was different

residence, withonly livingand he testified that he was hisoccupied his own
live).placefind toof his lease until he could anotherexpirationmother after

a at the home of hisplaintiff seeking coverageIn the had roomLimoges,
andkept clothing personal belongingswhere he and whereinsured father

N.H. at 476. Thetelephone Limoges,he also received mail and calls. 134
father, himhis who withplaintiff relationship providedhad a close with

at no that apolicy requirementfinancial The issue containedsupport. Id.
in adwell the home to be consideredfamily permanentlymember must

facts, bythose we were not thepersuadedresident relative. Id. Under
notargument plaintiff permanentlythat the didcompany’sinsurance

therefore,and, Limogesin not ahis father’s home was resident. Id.reside
case, however,this it a child ofdistinguishableis from because involved

ofparents qualifyingwho was found to be a resident the householddivorced
id. at 475.coverage purposes.of the non-custodial for insurance Seeparent

a child often residesdealing parents,In cases with child of divorced the
spends significanta amount of time withprincipally parent,with one but

stated,parent.other one courtthe As

separatedcases a child of orNumerous other have found divorced
— primarily onlyunder the roof of oneparents though livingeven
— forparents’was a “resident” of both “households”parent

note that children oftenpurposes coverage.of insurance Courts
homes, of theirat both have a room or areabelongingsleave

home, intent,anotherexpresses“own”in each and until the child
the is of homes.hold that child a resident bothgenerally

(W.Va. 2002)Tucker, 261,v. 267-68Farmers Mut. Ins. 576 S.E.2dCo.
(footnote omitted).
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plaintiff Limoges, independentlyUnlike the in Matthews owns and
most time in hisspends of his own home in Massachusetts. He considers
ahimself resident of Massachusetts and refers to the Moultonborough

property as his mother’s home rather than his own. Although Matthews
Moultonborough student,lived at the as a andproperty teenager college his

yearsstatements and actions over the hisfollowing college graduation
express disregardhis intent to the Moultonborough property as his
residence and his to reside inemphasize decision Massachusetts. His

the Moultonboroughconnection to such as his of theproperty, use New
address for his andHampshire registration,driver’s license voter began

inwhen he home toprior during college.lived the and As the trial court
observed,aptly Matthews’s toconnections his mother’s “continuehome due

anymore to inertia than to onperception parthis that the Moultonborough
result,ishome his abode.” As a ifeven Matthews occupied the

incident,atMoultonborough home the time of the 2011 regardhe did not
that as principal place Therefore,residence his of abode. he not awas
“resident relative” of the Moultonborough home within the ofmeaning the
policy.

petitioners rely uponThe GroupConcord Insurance Cos. v. Sleeper, 135
(1991), inN.H. 67 that the trialarguing by basingcourt erred rulingits

solely upon testimonyalmost Matthews’s subjective that he considered
residence,toMassachusetts be his “primary” upon objectiveand not the

facts him totying New InHampshire. Sleeper, sixteen-year-oldthe child
seeking coverageinsurance stated that he notdid intend to return to the
home of his insured hegrandmother, with whom had been atliving. Id. 70.
We stated that this testimony “must be theweighed against complexities

involvement,lent hisby young age, immaturity, court and strained family
However,relationships at that time.” SleeperId. because came to us as an

ofappeal insurer,the trial court’s ofgrant summary judgment for the we
was, fact,had no occasion to determine the child inwhether a ofresident

the insured’s at onlyhousehold. Id. 71. thatWe determined the record
before the trial court left ingeneral issues of fact as todispute whether the

emancipatedchild was so residencyas to be able to ondetermine his own
and precludedtherefore grant summarythe of judgment for the insurer.
Sleeper case,thus readily distinguishableis from this and not supportdoes
the petitioners’ position.

Here, onlynot Matthewshas testified that he does not consider the
toMoultonborough place,” objectivehome be “his but the facts indicate that

he notis a resident of that the sixteen-year-oldhome. Unlike child in
educated, adult,Sleeper, independentMatthews is an many yearswho for

has had his own residence in Massachusetts. He more thanspends 80% of
his time at that residence and visits his mother’s Moultonborough home
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andvisiting seekshis mother beforeMatthews notifiesonly on occasion.
Moreover, hisMatthews listedthe home.to friends tobringpermissionher

resume, hishe used Massa-on hisas his residencehomeMassachusetts
taxes, hishe filed andthe last timeon his tax returnschusetts address

result, althougha Matthewsarea code. Asatelephone has Massachusetts
Moultonborough hometo mother’sties hishave some residualdoes

factsobjectivetheduring college,andfrom time there beforestemming his
Moultonborough propertyof thea “resident relative”that he is notindicate

policy.insuranceof his mother’s homeowner’smeaningthewithin
Park Ass’n, 876Winnebagov.rely upon DamoreFinally, petitionersthe

(7th 1989), can have more thanin that an individualarguing572 Cir.F.2d
case,home.is a vacation Theone of those residencesone residence when

Damore, an tosoughtIn insurerargument, however.supportnot theirdoes
parentshis foragainsta actioncoverage collegein student’sexclude

The parents’at 573-74.cottage.their Id.injuries sustained at summer
asyourof household”“relatives if residentsliability includedpolicy

forinsureds, injuriesan exclusion sustainedbut also containedadditional
any insured who residesothers, “anyinsured” or relative ofby, among “any

assertion,Contrary petitioners’at 572. to thepremises.”the Id.on insured
family’sa of both thethat “the son was residentthe court did not hold

contrary,To the the courtcottage.”and the vacationprimary residence
(the theparents)the northat neither named insuredsspecificallyreasoned

meaning policythe of the becausecottageof the withinson were residents
primarya from theirseparatedid constitute householdcottagethe not

573,atId. 575.residence.

a for the entirewas weekend retreatWinnebago cottageThe
true did not “reside” onWhile it is thatfamily. [the son]Damore

parents. Appellant’sneither did hisWinnebago premises,the
which,a householdattorney has the existence of fictitiousargued

would have no“residency requirement,”ownapplying appellant’s
members.

Id. at 575.
is aMoultonborough propertyto that theEven if we were assume

than residence forthat a can have more onepersonvacation home and
home,is a vacation thewhen one of the residencespurposesinsurance

Damore, ahere, that additional insured berequireslike that in thepolicy
thissatisfyhousehold.” Tonamed“your [the insured’s]resident relative of

household, have toMatthews also wouldsharingof the samerequirement
id.;in Florida. see alsoa of mother’s residence Seeprimarybe resident his

(Ohio 11,C-940954, 596062,Fox, App.*1 Oct.v. 1995WL at Ct.Still No.
1995) separatehis own residenceadult child who maintained(holding that
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household,from his father’s but regularly kept gearvacationed and at his
home, household,father’s vacation not a ofwas resident his father’s and

antherefore not insured under his father’s insurance policy covering the
home).vacation As previously,noted the petitioners do not claim that

Matthews is a ofresident his mother’s Florida home.
above,For the reasons stated holdwe that the trial court did errnot in

determining that isMatthews not a “resident relative” of the Moulton-
borough property within ofmeaningthe the Vermont policy.Mutual

Affirmed.

DALIANIS,C.J., Bassett,and JJ.,CONBOYand concurred.
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