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PER CURIAM:

The Continental Insurance Company (“‘Continental”)
filed an action seeking a declaratory judgment that it did not
owe Mark A. Gentile under a marine insurance policy It issued to
insure his sailboat. Gentile personally sustained injuries from
an unidentified/uninsured boater, and the policy included an
uninsured boater provision in 1its Coverage G. Continental
alleged the i1ncident was excluded, however, because there was no
boat-to-boat damage as required under Exclusion F of the policy.
The parties filed cross-motions for judgment as a matter of law
under Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(c), and the district court denied
Continental’s motion and granted Gentile’s.

Continental appeals, raising three issues: (1) whether
the district court erred by relying on evidence outside the four
corners of the policy of marine iInsurance issued to Gentile in
order to determine that the policy was subject to the
requirements contained in Virginia Code Ann. 8§ 38.2-2232 (Lexis
Nexis 2007); (2) whether the district court erred by ruling that
the policy of marine insurance issued to Gentile was subject to
the requirements contained In § 38.2-2232; and (3) whether the
district court erred by ruling that the policy of marine
insurance i1ssued to Gentile was iIn conflict with the
requirements contained in 8 38.2-2232, and, as such, Exclusion F

to that policy’s Coverage G was unenforceable.
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We have reviewed the record and find no reversible
error. Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons stated by the

district court. The Cont’l Ins. Co. v. Gentile, No. 1:13-cv-

00654-LO-I1DD (E.D. Va. July 12, 2013). We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented iIn the materials before this court and argument would
not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



