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LYNCH G rcuit Judge. Thisis aninsurance coverage di spute,

gover ned by Puerto Ri can | aw, under a Conprehensi ve General Liability
policy. Antilles Insurance Conpany deni ed coverage to a cl ai massert ed
by its insureds, C.B. Inport Transanerica Corporation and Horacio
Canpol i eto. The i nsureds owned ot her property, on whi ch t hey began
construction of a newbuilding, apart fromtheir principal place of
busi ness. An autonobile accident occurred in connection with
construction-rel ated excavati on at this other property and the i nsureds
were heldliabletotheinjured party. Under their CGL policy, the
i nsureds sought to recover from Antilles a sum equal to their
obligations tothe accident victim Antilles deniedtheclaimfor a
vari ety of reasons, nost of which anounted to the propositionthat the
CGL policy's coverage did not extend to the property on which the
aut onobi | e acci dent occurred.

The district court denied Antilles's notion for summary
judgnent, findingtherewas amaterial dispute of fact as to t he extent
of coverage. After an evidentiary hearing, the district court deci ded
t he coverage issue agai nst the insureds, who appeal.

The i nsureds concede they represented in their "Common Pol i cy

Decl arations,"” as they stood on the date of the accident, that their

onl y busi ness was " Aut onobi | e Accessories Parts Distributor"” and t hat

all prem ses" owned, rented, or occupi ed by themwere at the Edificio

Manuel del Valle and Centro I ndustrial Corujo. No noticewas givento
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the i nsurer until after the acci dent, by Endorsenent No. 13, that the
prem ses on which the accident occurred had been acquired by the
insureds after theinitial date of the CA policy. The prem ses on
whi ch t here was constructi on were i ntended to be used for a busi ness
ot her t han t he aut onobi | e parts busi ness. Wen t he prem ses were added
post - acci dent by Endorsenent No. 13, the insureds paid an additional
prem um

The i nsureds' theory is that prem ses not descri bed by t he
i nsureds intheir declarations nonethel ess are wit hinthe coverage of
t he CG. policy because a CG policy "provi des coverage automatically
for any new prem ses or hazards which devel op during the policy
period.” Acitation given by theinsureds to support this assertionis

P. GCordis and E. Chl anda, Property and Casualty | nsurance 445 (27t h ed.

1982). Cordis and Chl anda say "[t]heinsuredis not requiredto give
any noti ce of such newhazards" and state that a C& policy wll "cover
automatically any ot her property . . . ." Wiileit is arguablethis

comment ary supports the insureds' proposition, an authoritative

precedent under Puerto Ri can | awdef eats coverage. Stokes v. Serrano-
Lecaroz, 98 TSPR 49 (1998), held that a country club's CG& policy did
not cover risks arising out of its mari na operation because the mari na
was a di fferent busi ness, not nenti oned anywhere inthe insured s CG
pol i cy, and t he decl arati ons page descri bed t he country cl ub busi ness.

The district court made factual findings, after hearing
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testinony fromthe parties, that the reasonabl e under st andi ng of t he
CGL coverage was that it did not extend to an undescri bed prem ses not
associ ated wi t h t he busi ness descri bed on t he decl arati ons page. The
district court also made factual determ nations, including a
determ nation that theinsureds' argunment that an audit by the i nsurer
woul d have pi cked up t he addi ti onal prem ses was sinply incorrect. The
di strict court al so reasoned that there woul d have been an adj ust nent
inpremuns if additional prem ses or a newbusi ness were added. W
cannot say those factual findings were clearly erroneous. W have

consi dered the i nsureds' additional argunents; they are without nerit.

Affirmed. Costs to appell ee.



