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PER CURIAM.

Defendant Cheryl Vaadez, as persona representative of the estate of Richard Miller, appeals
as of right from the trid court order granting plaintiff Fremont Mutud Insurance Company’s motion for
summary disposition pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(10). Wereverse.

Paintiff had issued a policy to Hendricks denying coverage to “residents of your household who
are ... persons under the age of 21 and in the care of any person named above.” Evidence presented
to the trid court indicated that Miller spent the mgority of histime a Hendricks house, dthough he had
a bed and clothing at the Vaadez home and occasondly stayed there. There was no evidence that
Miller changed his legd resdence to Hendricks house. The trid court found that Miller was a
“resdent” of Linda Hendricks household and “in the care of” Hendricks.

After the circuit court’s ruling on the mation, this Court decided Vanguard Ins Co v Racine,
224 Mich App 229; 568 NW2d 156 (1997), which is contralling. Applying Vanguard, we conclude
that the trid court ered. The generd rule is that, unless the language of an insurance policy



unambiguoudy so requires, a policy should not be construed to defeat coverage. 1d. a 232. Theterm
“resdents’ in plaintiff’s policy presents an ambiguity under the facts of the case. Cf. id. at 233-234.
Accordingly, thetriad court erred in granting plaintiff’s motion for summeary disposition.

Reversed.
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