STATE OF MAINE ' ~ SUPERIOR COURT
PENOBSCOT COUNTY CIVIL ACTION
: ) PENSC-CIV-2022-00001

NADA WILLIAMS-WHITE,

)
)
Plaintift, , ) '
! ' ) ORDER on PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR
v, ! ) SUMMARY JUDGMENT and
. | ) DEFENDANT’S CROSS-MOTION FOR
INTERINSURANCE EXCHANGE ) SUMMARY JUDGMENT
)
)
)

OF THE AUTOMOBILE CLUB,

Defendant.

Before the Court'are Plaintiff Nada Williams-White’s Motion for Summary Judgment and
Defendant Interinsurance Exchange of the Automobile Club’s Cross-Motion for Sumimary

Judgment, both pursuant to M.R. Civ. P, 56. The central issue before the Court is whether

t

Williams-White can recover under the underinsured motorist coverage provision in her own
[
insurance policy for injuries she sustained while in a vehicle not covered by the policy, Even when

viewed in the lighf most favorable to Williams-White, the facts show that, as a matter of law, the

“other-owned vehijcle” exclusion and the “‘named driver” exclusion in her insurance policy

unambiguously excludes her from recovering for this accident. Additionally, these exclusions do

{ \
not contravene Maine’s insurance statutes nor well-established Maine precedent. Therefore,

Williams-White 113 noty entitied to summary judgment and her Motion is DENIED, and
Interinsurance Exc:hangt?‘s Cross-Motion is GRANTED,

1. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

This case stems from a motor vehicle accident which resulted in Plaintiff Nada Williams-

White (“Williams-White™) suffering significant injuries. Williams-White sought to recover monies

through an insurance policy she held with Defendant Interinsutance Exchange of the Automobile



Club (“Interinsurafme”)‘.'The following facts are taken from the Summary Judgment record and
are undisputed, bei;hg tai::en from a joint Statement of Undisputed Material Fact (“Joint S.M.E.”)
to which both partiles stf[;LLEated.

On July l;p, 2q19, Williams-White was riding as a passenger on a three-wheeled
mototcycle driven by Galvin White (“Calvin®) when he lost control, and the motorcycle crashed

: |

(the “Crash”™). (Joint S.M’.F. 99 1-5.) The Crash occurred due to Calvin’s negligence, and Williams-
White is legally en;'titled. to recover from him for her damages. (Joint S.M.F. § 6.) Williams-White
suffered injuries c}}used:by the Crash, and her damages exceed $100,000. (Joint S.M.F. {f 8-9.)
Calvin was the owner of the motoreycle and carried an insurance policy (“Motorcycle Policy™) on
the motorcycle with a p;lioy limit of $100,000. per occurrence, (Joint S.MLF. §9 7, 10.) Williams-
White was not a%‘namq'd insured under the Motorcycle Policy, and the Motorcycie Policy’s
insurance carrier ji_ja'id Williams-White the policy limit of $100,000. to compensate her for the
damages 1‘esuitingji’rowlxithe Crash, thereby exhausting the limits of all insurance policies held by
Calvin related to t:he mjo}torcycle. (Joint SM.F. § 11-13.)

Williams-\h}hitécarried an automobile insurance policy (“Interinsurance Policy’) with
Interinsurance thag proyjided uninsured and underinsured motorist coverage in the amount of up to
$250,000. per per.,ision a:hd $500,000. per occurtence, and which was in effect on the date of the
Crash. (Joint SM.F. 47 15, 17.) Williams-White is the named insured under the Interinsurance
Policy. (Joint S.M.E, 1]1[: 19-20.) Calvin is not a named insured under the interinsurance Policy, but
he is the “resident” sp'oluse of Williams-White under the Interinsurance Policy. (Joint S.M.F. §{

19-20.) Calvin’s motorfcycle is not an insured vehicle under the Interinsurance Policy. (Joint

S.M.F, {18)
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Interinsurance was notified of and consented to Williams-White's settlement under the

Moiorcyc le Policy.‘(.loint S.M.F. 4 21.) Subsequent to the Motorcycle Policy settlement, Williams-
|

White made a claim unider the underinsured portion of the Interinsurance Policy o cover her
damages beyond thf.e $100,000. she had already recovered. (Joint 8.M.F. §22.) In response to this
claim, Interinsurance has{ asserted that it is not obligated to provide coverage due to the application
of the “other-owned vehicle” exclusion in the uninsured and underinsured motorist coverage of
the Interinsurance:-‘Polic:y and due to an application of the “named driver” exclusion in the
Interinsurance Policy. (Joint S.M.F. § 23.) The relevant language to the exclusionary clause in the

interinsurance Policy provides in relevant part:

E DEFINITIONS
Throughout this policy:

1. Certain words and phrases have a defined meaning when printed in bold ftalic
fype. We use the following definitions:

Bodily injury - means bodily harm, sickness, or disease, including death therefrom,

Occupying, occuipied or occupancy - mean being in or upon, getting in, out, upon,
or off.

Person - means @ human being.
) '
1

Resident, reside or residing - mean actually living in the household you live in.

2. “We”, “us”, “our” or “Exchange” - mean the Interinsurance Exchange of the
Automobile Club.



3. “You” ot “*your” - mean any named insured on the declarations page. If there is
only one naimed insured on the declarations page and that insured is & person, “you”
or “your” inlclude's the resident spouse of that person.

0
¢
'

b PAP;(I‘ 1II - UNINSURED MOTORIST COVERAGE
3 .

COVERAGE E- UNINSURED AND UNDERINSURED MOTORIST
COVERA@E - BODILY INJURY

OUR PROMISE TO YOU - COVERAGE E
1. We will pay compensatory damages which an insured is legally entitled to
recover flof the owner or operator of an uninsured motor vehicle or
underinsured motor vehicle because of bodily injury:

a. sustamed by an insured; and

b. chused! by an accident arising from the ownership ot use of the

unipsur eaf motor vehicle or underinsured motor vehicle.
t

PERSONS INSURED - PART 111
Under CO\;{ERA:GE E, insured means:
1. You.

{

ADDITIO?JAL DEFINITIONS - PART II1

Motor vehicle - means a self-propelled vehicle designed for and used primarily on
streets and! h;ghways to transport persons or property, but does not include:
a. a snowmobile;
b. dn all- terrain vehicle, unless registered for highway use or is operated
ona htghway,
¢. @ motorized wheelchair or an electric personal assistive mobility device;
d. any vehicle operated exclusively on tracks.
Underinsured motor vehicle - means a motor vehicle or traifer of any type for
which insunance'bovelage is provided, but in amounts less than either:
a. the minimum limits for bodily injury liability insurance provided for
under the financial responmblilty laws ofthe state of Maine; or
b. thc limits of the injured party’s Utiinsured ‘notatist cover age.

Al



WHAT IS NOT COVERED - EXCLUSIONS PART III

COVERAGEE d;oes not apply to bodily injury sustained:

1. By you, while occupying or when struck by any motor vehicle you own which

is not insured for this coverage under this policy. This includes a trailer of any type

used with that vehicle.
(Joint S.M.F. Ex, A at 14-15,22-23)

Il PR(';)CEDURAL POSTURE

Williams-White filed the Complaint in this action on January 6, 2022, asserting a claim for
breach of contract ;againgst Interinsurance for refusing to pay her underinsuréd motorist coverage
claim. On Marchl 18, '2022, Williams-White filed this Partial Summary Judgment Motion

; :
{(“Motion”) and the Parties’ joint Statement of Undisputed Material Fact. On Aprit 15, 2022,
Interinsutance ﬁle:d its Topposition to the Motion and Cross-Motion for Summary Judgment

(“Cross-Motion”).{ On April 29, 2022, Williams-White filed her reply to the Motion, and

opposition to the Cross-Motion, On May 9, 2022, Interinsurance filed its reply to the Cross-

Maotion. The Motion and'Cross—Motion, both now fully briefed, are in order for decision.

HI. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD

An entry of summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine issue of material
fact and the moving pal‘t:'y is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law. See Dyer v. DOT, 2008 ME
L06, § 14, 951 A,2;d 82}; see also M.R. Civ. P. 56(c). "A material fact is one that can affect the
outcome of the case, ana there is a genuine issue when there is sufficient evidence for a fact-finder
to choose between competing versions of the fact." Lougee Conservancy v. CitiMortgage, Inc.,
2012 ME {03, 9 1L, 48 A.3d 774 (citations omitted), Al summary judgment, a court reviews the
evidence in the light m'olst favorable to the non-moving party. See Curtis v. Porfer, 2001 ME 158,

16, 784 A.2d 18. The meaning of the language in an insurance contract is a question of law and

“whethet the undetlying facts bring the claim within the policy exclusion is likewise a matter of

5



law.” Allstate Inc. Co. v, Go_vern)nent Employeeé Ins. Co., 263 A.2d 78, 80 (Me. 1970); see also
Foremost Ins. Co. 1‘; Le\:esgue 2005 ME 34, 9 7, 868 A.2d 244; Peerless Ins. Co. v. Wood, 685
A2d 1173 (Me. 1996)

IV.  DISCUSSION

At issue in these motions is whether Williams-White can recover for her injuries sustained
in the Crash tlll'ougl1 the':uninsured and underinsured coverage in her insurance pelicy. To resolve
the motions, the Court must determine the angwer to two main questions. -First, does the “other-
owned vehicle” exdlusion in the insurance policy at issue unambiguously exclude Williams-White
from recovering for her injuries stemming from the Crash? Second, if the “other-owned vehicle”

exclusion in the 'policy unambiguously bars Williams-White’s recovery, is the exclusion

permissible under Maingé’s insurance statutes and Maine precedent? The Court will address both
l‘ E
|

of these issues in turn below.!

'
'
1

A. The Language of the Interinsurance Policy Is Unambiguous and It Bars

Willi'zfims—White’s Recovery for Injuries Sustained in the Crash.

Williams-White argues that the language of the Interinsurance Policy is ambiguous, and

* 3
that ambiguities should be construed against Interinsurance, as the insurer, under established
Maine law. Specifically, Willlams-White argues that certain instances of “you” and “your”,

although both are defingd terms in the Interinsurance Policy, should not be read with the meaning

''The Court acknowledges that Interinsurance raised the Interinsurance Policy’s “named drivet” exclusion as an
alternate argument justifying denying Williams-White recovery for injuries sustained in the Crash, and that
Wiiliams-White has argued against this justification in ber Motion. However, because the “other owned vehicle”
exclusion sufficiently’ resolves the Motion and Cross-Motion, the Court wiil not extensively discuss the “named
driver” exclusion. In bnef tHe plain language of the ' ‘named driver” exclusion in the Interinsurance Policy
unambiguously plohlblts Williams-White from any recovery in this instance. Additionally, this Court notes that
while the Law Court has addressed “other-owned vehicle” excliisions several times, the Law Court has not yet
addressed the “nameq driver” exclusions in its decisions. See e.g., Hall v. Patriot Mut. Ins. Co., 2607 ME 104, 1§
11-12, 942 A.2d 663. Nevertheless, “named driver” exclusions affect insurance policies in a similar way to “other-
owned vehicle” exclusions ahd do not facially violate Maine insurance statutes. Furthermore, “named driver”
exclusions are, like “other-owned vehicle” exciusions, justifiable as a matter of public policy.

i 6
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of “you” and “your” as ‘defined where the words are not boided and italicized, Williams-White

suggests that if this ambiguity were construed against Interinsurance, the “other-owned vehicle”

|
exclusion in the Interinsurance Policy would not prevent her from recovering. The Court disagrees

with Williams-Wh}te’s teading of the contract, finding that the definition of “you” and “your™

should apply throughout the contract. When the contract is read this way, it unambiguously bars

Williams-White from recovering in this case.
1 |

F. “You” Is Defined in the Interinsurance Policy and Has the Meaning

+ Established in the Definttions Throughout the Interinsurance Policy

To come tc; a decision on the meaning of “you” in the Interinsurance Policy, the Court must
interpret the langu;:'—.:ige of; the Interinsurance Policy. When a court interprets an insurance pelicy, if
the language is ungmbiguous, a court must “interpret it in accordance with its plain meaning,” but
a court construes “'ambig‘;uous policy tanguage strictly against the insurance company and liberally

|

in favor of the politcy holder.” Haskell v. State Farm Fire & Cas. Co., 2020 ME 88, 1 iS, 236 A.3d
458, “When a tern*;"is ex;laressly defined within the four corners of an insurance policy, an inquiring
court must defer t'sb that definition and thereby give effect to the intent of the parties.” Medical
Mut. Ins. Co. v. Indian Harbor Ins. Co., 583 ¥.3d 57, 60 (1st Cir, 2009} (citing in re Blinds to Go
Share Purchase Litig., 443 F.3d 1,7 (1st Cir. 2006) (interpreting an insurance policy in a diversity
jurisdiction case ulrjxder Maine lawj (*Where the parties to a contract take pains to define a key term
specifically, their :clieali'n'gs under the contract are governed by that definition.”)). A court reads the
policy’s language “from the perspective of an average person untrained in either the law or the
insurance field inl‘ lightl of what a more than casual reading of the policy would reveal to an
ordinarily intelligént 'm!sured.” Kelly v. North East Ins. Co., 2017 ME 166, 9 5, 168 A.3d 779.

Nevertheless, a‘lithough it may be true that the language of an insurance policy is complex

and some portions hard to understand at first glance, this does not “justify excising such provisions
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from a contract [as'only] when they are ambiguous is their interpretation affected, and the insured
given the benefit o%the doubt” Patrons v. Oxford Mut. Ins. Co. v. Marois, 573 A.2d 16, 19 (Me.
1990). An insuranc-ie policy must be examined as a whole to determine whether it is ambiguous,
and “a dispute ove:r the Emeaning of a term, ‘or [the] inability of the insured to understand the
policy, does not relider the contract ambiguous.” Progressive Norihwest Ins. Co. v. Metro. Prop.
& Cas. Ins. Co., 2021 ME 54,910, 261 A.3d 920 (quoting Colford v. Chubb Life Ins. Co. of Ant.,
687 A.2d 609, 6!4:‘(Me. 1996)).

The main t!inl'ust of Williams-White’s argument as to the ambiguity of the Interinsurance
Policy is that the \5’01‘(1 “you” in the underinsured motorist exclusions does not necessarily only
have the variety of defined meanings established in the definitions section, but rather might
alternately have a 1;{1.01'6 l:imited colloquial meaning. (Pi.’s Mot. Summ, J. 14-16.) Wiltiams-White
argues that althoug__v{h “you” is defined in the Interinsurance Policy, because in the definitions it is
written that “[c]ertellin words and phrases have a defined meaning when printed in bold italic type®,

the fact that “you” ris notibolded in the underinsured motorist exclusion section means that it could
be interpreted as nIE)t lwa;,;ling its defined meaning. (P1.’s Mot. Summ. J‘. 14-16, Ex. A, at 14.)
Wiiliams-\‘hthite"s algument does not persuade the Court, however, and the very language
of the Interinsurance Policy plainly rejects Williams-White’s reading, The language concerning
bold and italic typé is in a different section of the definitions from the definition given for “you™.
(Joint S.M.F. Ex. ;\, at 14-15,) Additionally, uniike in the section containing the bold and italic
type language, where every term defined is bolded and italicized when defined, in the section
where “you” is dleﬂned_, the word “you” is neither bolded nor italicized, and simply within

quotation marks. (Joint S.M.F. Ex, A, at 14-15.) Nothing about this suggests that a word or phrase

needs to be bolded and italicized for it to have the meaning accorded to it by the definitions.
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Furthermore, the Ve[:l‘y language Williams-White relies on does not imply what she wishes it would,
“Certain words anéll phrases have a defined meaning when printed in bold italic type” does not
mean that all word:s andiphrases have a defined meaning when printed in bold italic type, rather
only that certain \A{iords ;and phrases do. (Joint S.M.F, Ex. A, at 14.) Indeed, the language of the
Interinsurance Poli;éy qu:ite clearly establishes that *you” is a defined term for the whole of the
Interinsurance PoliEcy regardless of formatting, as it states: “Throughout this policy: ... 3. “You”
or “yow™ - mean e;ny nz;med insured on the declarations page. If there is only one named insured
on the declarations{'ﬁpage ‘and that insured is a persoit, “you® or “your” includes the resident spouse
of that person.” (}cisfint SM.F. Bx. A, at 14-15.)

Although ti;'qe Court reads the language of the Interinsurance Policy “from the perspective
of an average persan untrained in either the law or the insurance field,” this reading is still a “more
than casual readin;% of the policy.” Kelly, 2017 ME 166, § 5, 168 A.3d 779. In doing so, the Court
cannot simply disregard a defined term, The definitions of the Interinsurance Policy do not require

d . ST . o
that the term “you™ be bolded or italicized, and “[wihen a term is expressly defined within the four

corners of an insu;‘t'ance 'poiicy, an inquiring court must defer to that definition and thereby give
effect to the intentj: of the parties.” Medical Mut. Ins. Co, 583 F.3d at 60, Resultant]ly, when the
word “you” is used in ‘the exclusions, it is not used ambiguously, but has only one possible
meaning: it is usec{ with.ail of the meanings in the definitions of the Interinsurance Policy.

H

2. When “You” Has its Defined Meaning, the Exclusions Plainly Bar

o Williams-White from Recovering Under the Interinsurance Policy

Having resolved that “you” is unambiguous in the lnterinsurance Policy, the Court now
i ! . . . .
turns to the exclusion Ealnguage of the Interinsurance Policy. The exclusions section provides:
: |
COVERAGE E does not apply to bodily injury sustained:
|
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1. By you, while occupying or when struck by any mofor vehicle you own which
is not insured for this coverage under this policy. This includes a trailer of any type
used with that vehicle,

(Joint S.IM.F, Ex. [%\, at 23.) This section, the “other-owned vehicle” exclusion, excludes certain

other vehicles not c‘,overe;d by the policy. As the definitions provide, “you” means both the insured,

namely, Williams-White, and the insured’s resident spouse, namely, Calvin White. Thus, when

the definition for “you™ established in the Interinsurance Policy is inserted, this section of provides
l .

that coverage is excluded for any injury sustained:

1. By [Wi!ﬁiams-‘;White or Calvin White], while eecupying or when struck by any
motor vehicle [Williams-White or Calvin White] own[s] which is not insured for
this coverage under this policy. This includes a trailer of any type used with that
vehicle.

(Joint S.M.E. Ex. A at23.)
When the I:;1tel‘i|1:5Lt1'ance Policy is read this way, as it must be, it is clear that the injuries
suffered by Williéms-White in the Crash are excluded from coverage. Williams-White was
;
oceupying Calvin’s motorcycle, which was not insured under the Interinsurance Policy, when the

Crash occurred and Williams-White was injured. This is the very kind of situation that the

exclusion was written to exclude from coverage under the Interinsurance Policy. Accordingly, the

Court finds that, uhder the language of the Interinsurance Policy, Williams-White is barred from

making any recovery for injuries sustained in the Crash.
|

B. The Exclusion Barring Williams-White’s Claim Under the Interinsurance

Policy Does Not Violate Maine Insurance Statutes and Precedent.

]
4

Williams-White alternately argues that if the “other-owned vehicle” exclusion precludes
recovery, then the exclusion is not valid under Maine law because it violates the Maine insurance
statutes. Williams-White argues that the “other-owned vehicle” exclusion violates Maine

insurance law by preventing her from having any possibility to recover in an uninsured or

10



underinsured motolll'ist S(I:enario. However, this exclusion is valid under Maine law. There is
precedent considering nearly identical exclusions, and the Law Court has repeatedly and recently
found such exclusiéns té,}be valid and enforceable.

The Law Cgurt h.as repeatedly considered cases whetre parties have asserted that “other-
owned vehicle” exciusioéws violate Maine insurance statutes, specifically 24-A M.R.S. § 2902, or
contravene public éo{ic)l/i See 24-A M.R.S. § 2902 (2022); Esiate of Galipeau v. State Farm Mut.
Auto. Ins. Co., 20[':6 ME:28, 19 9-15, 132 A.3d 1190, Estate of Lewis v. Concord Gem. Mut. Ins.
Co., 2014 ME 34, '\[ 12,n.9, 87 A.3d 732; Hall, 2007 ME 104, §§ 11-12, 942 A.2d 663; Cash v.
Green Mountain Ir:ls. Co'.:, 644 A.2d 456, 457-58 (Me. 1994); Bear v. U.S. Fid. & Guar. Co., 519
A.2d 180, 182 (Me; 198?); Gross. v, Green Mountain Ins. Co., 506 A.2d 1139, 1142 (Me. 1986);
Hare v. Lzm:bemnelns Makt. Cas. Co., 471 A2d 1041, 1043 (Me. 1984); see also Maurice v. Stafe
Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Go., 235 F.3d 7, 9-10 (st Cir. 2000) (applying Maine law in a case
concerning an “ot!;er—ov.lmed vehicle” exclusion question). Despite strictly construing exclusions
in insurance policii'es ageillinst the insurer, the Law Court has repeatedly found that “other-owned
vehicle” exclusionl‘sl‘ do nfot violate Maine insurance statutes or public policy.? See, e.g., Hall, 2007
ME 104, § LI, 942 A.2d 663 (summarizing a series of decisions on “other-owned vehicle”
exclusions). |

As recently as ZQI 6, the Law Court considered an appeal that “invite[d the Law Court] to
depart from {its] clear and long-standing precedent” on “other-owned vehicle” exclusions. Estate

of Galipeau, 2016 ME 28, § 12, 132 A3d 1190, Noting that Maine law had been unchanged on

this point for “some thirty years”, the Law Court considered the appellant’s argument that there

2 Under Maine law, “exclusions and exceptions in insurance policies are disfavored,” and a Court
construes them strictly against the insurer, Patrons Oxford Ins. Co. v. Harris, 2006 ME 72, § 7, 905 A.2d
81 9. i : :

il
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was a “growing ﬂa%ionalltrend” of finding “other-dwned vehicle” exclusions invalid. See id, The
Law Court also dis:cussef;i a treatise which recognizes that many.states’ courts only permit similar
exclusions if they “fare slp‘eciﬁcaily authorized by the state’s uninsured motorist legislation.” {d.
13 (citing | ALANT. WIDISS & JEFFREY E. THOMAS, UNINSURED AND UNDERINSURED MOTORIST
INSURANCE § 4.19(C) (3d ed. 2005)). Nevertheless, the Galipeau Court declined the appeliant’s
invitation to revers‘:e; longstanding Maine precedent, finding no compelling reason for a change in
established law and holding that there was, in fact, a valid policy basis for allowing “other-owned
vehicle” exc!usion:s, as 1lhey ailow vehicle owners and insurers the ability to contract specifically
for how much coverage they want to carry or provide on a vehicle. Estate of Galipeau, 2016 ME
28, 4% 14-15, 132 A3d l 190 (holding that the principle of stare decisis guides the Law Court not
to depart from established law unless a compelling reason for such a departure exists).

As Interinsilrance correctly identifies in its Cross-Motion, the Interinsurance Policy is quite
like many of the Qolicies that the Law Court has considered when addressing this issue. (Def.’s
Cross Mot. Summl'. J. 11-13)) For example, in Hall, the Law Court considered a policy which
excluded coverage for ““bodily injury’ sustajned: [. By an ‘insuyed’ while ‘occupying’, or when
struck by, any motl:or vehicle owned by that ‘{nsured’ which is not insured for this coverage under
this policy. This i;}ciudtés a trailer of any type used with that vehicle.” Hall, 2007 ME 104, q 14,
942 A.2d 663, Just like in the Interinsurance Policy, the definition for the owner of the non-covered

: |
vehicle includes a; resident spouse, as in Hall the term “‘insured’ includes ‘{yJou or any ‘family
member.” The term ‘you’ in the policy includes both: [. The ‘named insured ‘shown in the

Declarations; and'2. The spouse if a resident of the same household.” Id. The language of the

policy in Hall and the language of the Interinsurance Policy are nearly identical in both structure



l
|
|
o :

and meaning, The Law Court found that the exclusion in Hall unambi guously applied and was not
in violation of Mame msm ance law. /d. § 11, 15,
- In light of t}ll'e Interinsurance Policy’s similarity to other policies considered by the Law

¢ " . . .
Court, and the Law Court’s firmly established and longstanding stance on “other-owned vehicle”

}
exclusions, the Court does not find that the Interinsurance Policy violates Maine insurance statutes
J +
¥ ! gy . ,
or public policy. As a reisult, the Court finds that Williams-White is barred from any recovery
ool
Ll { - [} L] a a +
under the lnterinsus'ance-l?ohcy for her injuries sustained in the Crash.
I K

V.  CONCLUSION
i-
Reviewing the evidence in the light most favorable to Williams-White, the Court finds that
;

the language of the interix%surance Policy is unambiguous, and that, as it is written, Williams-White

is not entitled to recoverylr for injuries suffered in the Crash. Furthermore, the Court does not find

that the excl usmns: Whlch bar Williams-White’s recovery under the Intermsuranoe Policy are
f I

contrary to Maine is:?surance statntes and established Maine precedent. For these reasons, the Court

h i
denies Wil[iams-White’é Partial Motion for Summary Judgment, and grants Interinsurance’s

h

Cross-Motion for Summary Judgment.

.!

Entry is: Y.

Plaintiff's Motlon for Summary Judgment is DENIED, Defendant s Cross-Motion for
Summary Judgment is GRANTED

The clerk is dlrected to mcorporate this 01der into the docket, by reference, pursuant to MR, Civ.

P 79(2). ;' I
r ; '
12/01/2022 || j}/%//\—”
Date | ; Ann M. Murray, Justice
: . Maine Superior Court
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