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The amend-havewhich this would required.detailed provisions
as abortiveare considered onlyin 1967 significantments adopted

measures, remove whichto provisionsdesignedhousekeeping
RSA That thesewith 70:1-ainconsistent (supp).appearmight

insuccess becausefell of provisionsmeasures short complete
overlooked, does not6, 7, 12 were orandsections ignored

the clear andthe force of mandatory provisionsdetract from
-RSA aof 70:1 ( ).supp

RSA ch. 70the ofRSA application70:1-a precludes(supp)
Moreover, theunderof these defendants.the activitiesto( supp )

a “candi-and the definition ofof “election”amended definition
fails toI II RSA 70:8and (supp)date” 70:1 (supp)),(RSA

RRobertdefendants on behalf ofthe of theeffortsencompass
within thein election”he is not a “candidatesince anyKennedy,
asection, are notand the defendants politicalthisofmeaning

at a to which the section applies.committee “primary”
affirmative: RSAis answered in thetransferredThe question

fromdoes preference primaries70:1-a supp except presidential( )
RSAof ch. 70.the provisions

Remanded.
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the filedfor no brief.Wayne Mullavey plaintiff,J.

Shaw & Carleton for theEldredge Eldredge orally),{Mr.
defendant.

Kenison, C. This case the butcommon difficultpresentsJ.
of what is an division of aquestion husband’sdeciding equitable

for benefit ofthe his wife andsalary divorced minor children.
Neither the nor this court has devised litmuslegislature any
test that in the maxi-guarantees certaintySolomonic determining
mum or minimum amount aof that wife andsupport minor
children are entitled receiveto or the amount of that asalary
husband Ballou,is entitled retain.to v. 95 H.Ballou N. 105.
The Trial Court is accorded a wide indiscretion such matters

atboth the time of the divorce and atdecree hear-original any
for a modification of theing Buxton,order. Peterson v.support

77, 78; 117,N. H.108 v. 119;99 N. H.Benjamin Benjamin,
v. 399,99 N. H.Guggenheimer 403.Guggenheimer,

The were divorced in 1965 and ofparties theby stipulation
defendant the incourt the1966 defendantapproved by agreed

ato week the$70 for of hispay three minor children.support
The defendant’s are in arrears induesupport payments part

histo failure to make ain “full-timemoney selling position”
in 1966. He filed a motion to and reduce hismodify support

aorder of week$70 and the Court reduced the weekly payment
At$60.to the time theof on this motion the defendanthearing

received “take home of a$104 week. Thepay” approximately
defendant’s thisto order was andexception reserved transferred

Grant,by J.
The defendant had the burden of that theshowing support

Nelson,was 2Aorder and unfair. and An­Divorceimproper
17.08; Fortuna,nulment s. Fortuna v. N. H.103(Rev. 1961)

While the order the Trial is547. of Court to reviewsubject (Tay­­
v. it108 N. H. 193­ can be aside if thelor setTaylor, ), only

evidence demonstrates an abuse of discretion.clearly judicial
Kennard, 509, allKennard v. 81 N. H. 511. theConsidering
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the andthe financial straits of mothercircumstances including
“takeand the father’s home ofthree minor children pay”the

week, of $60a we that the ordercannot supportsay weekly$104
7;2dSee 89 A.L.R.an abuse of discretion. Annots.constitutes

Buxton,382; v. 108 N. H. 77.A.L.R.1 3d Peterson

overruled.Exception

All concurred.
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& W.LeonardLeonard, orallyRichard ),Leonard Prolman (Mr.
thefor plaintiff.

& RichardsSheehan, and Thomas H.Bass GreenPhinney,
thefor defendant.Richards orally ),(Mr.

a dam-an to recoverThis is action motherPer bycuriam.
and causedfrom shockfor harm resulting frightphysicalages

in which her 6 oldwitnessed an accident year daughterwhen she


