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time v.to the contraband. Carroll United Statesseize supra;
RSA I. Defendants’ to evade and211:41 theresistattempts

officers furnished both and reasonablepatrolling probable
thecause for search.

The considerations warrantless searches underjustifying
the of such Istatutes as RSA 211:41 areauthority regulatory
similar to those which underlie search and seizure law gen-

is not whether the“[T]he interesterally. question public
the of search in but whether thejustifies type question,

warrant,to search beshould evidenced a whichauthority by
in turn in whether the burden of ob-depends part upon

a warrant is to thefrustratelikelytaining governmental pur-
Court,the Camara v.behind search.” 387 U.S.pose Municipal

1727,523, 533, 930, 938,18 L. Ed. 173387 S. Ct. (1967);2d
316, 92,Biswell,v.United 406 Ed.States U.S. at L. at32 2d

1596; 856,S. atCt. see United v. 46192 States F.2dSchafer,
858 Cir.(9th 1972).

overruled; remanded.exceptionsDefendants’

All concurred.
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S.Green, & Beaumont and Mr. LeonardSullivanRomprey,
orally) plaintiff.Green for theGreen (Mr.

and C.Hamblett, LaTourette JosephLopezKerrigan,
for the defendant.orally)Krolikowski(Mr.Krolikowski

1966,Grimes, inpartiesWhen were divorcedtheseJ.
Williamstipulation provideda the thatapproved by court

monthly$240,000 ofpay Annabelle in installments240
$1,000. question bywithout rulingThe transferred Loughlin,

is a settlementprovision propertywhether or not this isJ.
41, 78109 A.2dwhich under v. N.H. 242Douglas,Douglas

(1968), subject provisionnot We hold theto modification.is
subjecta to modification.propertyis and notsettlement

toparties custody wentThe three children the whoseof
14, 17, years at time ofthe and old themother were 20

support.specific provisionno forthe divorce. There was
family personalwith theOther her the homeprovisions gave

stock,therein, of twooneCorporationallproperty Nashua
automobiles, William’sinter-an of one-half ofassignmentand

in he had in certain inventions.any propertyest interest
any claim to future modificationWilliam waived all and

change$240,000the to based onagreement relatingof the
party or otherwise.of of eithercircumstances

theregardingthe agreementThe court thatfound
that,$240,000 the inten-ambiguous but whilewas somewhat

amayparties givetion of the have been to Annabelle vested
it, support.right per actually$1,000the month used forin was

InternaldifficultyIt there with thewas found that was some
theincluded sumunwillinglyService and AnnabelleRevenue

in taxalimonyreceived her return.as
prop-$240,000 aIt that intended asappears to us the was

fact that Annabelleerty settlement the court found. Theas
alter the naturesupportfor does notpaymentsused the



431

of the settlement. She was free to use her as sheproperty
wished. The action of the Internal taxRevenue Service for

is in no on the of Statepurposes courts thisway binding
with to the beforeissue us. The forregard provision payment
over a that theindicates was20-year period agreement
unrelated to the of the children viewin of theirsupport

at the time.ages
We thus conclude that the with to theagreement regard

$240,000 is not to modification. v.subject Douglas Douglas,
41,109 N.H. 78 (1968).242 A.2d

Remanded.

Griffith, sit;did not theJ., others concurred.
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