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sayWe not thein motion. dodenyingcretion defendant’s
byauthority denyto a trialalwayscourt withouttrial is

herepresentthan thosejury. More extreme circumstances
im-made itpublicitythatjustify finding prejudicialcould a

juryto a fair trial.possible conduct
ofto be relievedin the alternativerequestsDefendant

introducedbethat cost of decontaminationstipulationits
request is that defend-in The for thisargumentevidence.

enter-which wasagreementant not bound to anshould be
bysubsequently underminedprevioused into to and
topresentednever beenpublicity.adverse This issue has

lawquestionno ofAccordingly, presentsthe trial court. it
Kancer, 108 N.H.to court. F. & G. Co. v.this United States

(1968).453, 5,450, 8238 A.2d

overruled; remanded.exceptionsDefendant’s

All concurred.
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for the& Hanson Arnold P. Hanson(Mr. orally)Bergeron
plaintiff.

for the& Donovan Paul F. Donovan(Mr. orally)Hinkley
defendant.

Kenison, inThe to decided this case isbequestionC.J.
whether the division of the maritaltrial court’s property

divorce amountedbetween the auponparties decreeing
forto of The filed a libelan abuse discretion. plaintiff

of thedivorce on the of irremediable breakdownground
After a trial before1973).RSA 458:7-amarriage. (Supp.

decree to thea divorce was issuedMullavey, J., plaintiff
which awarded items of and realcertain personal property
to her. The moved decree be set asidedefendant that the

inas excessive and to the outcontrary testimony brought
The court denied motiontrial. this and reserved and trans-

ferred the defendant’s thereto.exception
We have reviewed the record and are convinced that the

trial court did not abuse its discretion in the mari-dividing
tal The defendant’s focusesobjectionproperty. primary

of land andon the award to the of twoplaintiff parcels
Road inthe thereon located on Gor-buildings Jimtown

ham, New This to theHampshire. belongedproperty
defendant to the and ishis toprior marriage plaintiff

$24,000. defendant contendsvalued at Theapproximately
the value of other awarded to thethat personal property

her for the maximumplaintiff adequately compensates
result of the mar-amount that she claims that she lost as a

the ofand that under these circumstances awardriage,
is excessive.the Road clearlypropertyJimtown

We are not this because al-persuaded by argument
as thethe did not claim a lossplaintiff specificallythough

to the there was testi-income she contributed marriage,
that she her entire and variousmony salaryexpended

for the of theother incomes defend-purpose supporting



352

hisant was for a considerable(who unemployed period),
The record revealsand certain jointfamily enterprises.

aandthat when the defendant was employed receiving
hemuch than the contributed onlysalary plaintiff,larger

We believe that theminiscule amounts to the marriage.
into accounttaken these factscourt could have properly
innoin decree and findits difficulty sustainingmaking
thethe contributedits order because incomes by plaintiff

of the Roadexceed the value property.greatly Jimtown
Weik, 287,114 Ford(1974);See Weik v. N.H. 319 295A.2d

Ford, 270, 272, 605,v. N.H. 606-07 (1972);293112 A.2d
Clark, §H. of Domestic Relations 14.8 (1968).The LawJr.,

The to the decree asdefendant has also objected being
therendertoo indefinite to orderly Althoughcompliance.

from thea clarificationdefendant should have requested
if itstrial court he had difficulty provisions,interpreting

merit.we of that claim is withoutare thisthe opinion
The decree the defendant to transferclearly requires

himownedtitle to the Road by priorpropertyJimtown
to thehim to retain titleto his butmarriage, permits Jim-

“Pellerin tract” whichtown Road known as theproperty
ordersThe decree alsohe thepurchased during marriage.

Ford Stationtitle to thethe defendant to transfer 1972
defendant isthat theto the and impliesWagon plaintiff

Theon the vehicle.the debtto outstandingdischarge
ato decree containedissued theorders priortemporary

effect, thethere no evidence thatto this and isprovision
RSAcourt intended to alter this Seetrial arrangement.

A.458:16 1973); 2 Agreements(Supp. Lindley, Separation
1973).§Contract 31.9 (1937,and Supp.Ante-Nuptial

stated that the transferSince the final order specifically
of the to the wasRoad subjectplaintiffpropertyJimtown

encumbrances, refer-into the absence of a like provision
in-of the court’sence to the evidenceautomobile is strong

the de-decree furthertent to the Thecontrary. obligates
the on his 1971 securedfendant to debt Dodgedischarge

account in the Gorhama lien on theby plaintiff’s savings
that'fromto her account harmlessBank so as saveSavings

“makesthat this orderthe defendantdebt. arguesAlthough
doc-little, sense,” andif record containsthe testimonyany,
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wasaccounttheuments which demonstrate that savings
holdwefor the car loan.as collateral Accordingly,pledged

and enforceable.of the decree are definitethe termsthat

overruled.exceptionDefendant’s

All concurred.
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Rudman,Warren and T.B. Pappas,attorney general, John
for the(Mr. Pappas orally), plaintiff.attorney

director, Chubrich,Bruno, at-E.C. and MichaelGeorge
Assistance Chubrich(Mr.Newtorney, Hampshire Legal

for Ernest Thalasinos.orally),

for commit-Per This is acuriam. involuntarypetition
Newment the at thefiled a staff psychiatristby plaintiff,

RSA andto 135-B:27 28Hampshire Hospital pursuant
in mentalthat defendant is such a1973)(Supp. alleging

condition a result of illness to create aas mental as poten-


