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490:3.)pursuantGoode, (By assignment tospecial RSAJ.
bybroughtcontempt petitionappealis from a denial of aThis an

nonpayment alimony.against ClevesyClevesy offorBarbara Niles
Clevesy’s by thatlibel a decreeparties on NilesThe were divorced

10, stip-incorporated stipulation agreed Theon 1973.to Octobera
custody support but did allocatesilent on child andulation was

alimony payment Theproperty schedule.certain and establish an
6, 1973, been mod-November and has twicedecree was entered on

Clevesy25, 1976, for reduction ofmoved aified. On March Niles
10, 1976,alimony alimony be terminated Octoberand an order that

years stipulation. Thethefrom the execution ofwhich was three
requestthe for termination but did ordercourt took no action on

alimony per orderto The modificationthat be reduced week.$75
paragraphonly 2specifically was an amendment ofstated that it

Paragraph 2affecting part. reads:stipulation, no othertheof
alimonypay the sum ofas to the libellee“The shalllibellant

paymentsbeginning 9, 1973.per on Saidweek November$125.00
per whichthe amount of week shallshall be reduced to $100.00

Friday September 1974.” A second mod-the incommence on first
5,reducing Maypayments perto onification week was ordered$50

para-too, expresslyIt, ofwas limited as an amendment1976.
graph 2.

brought petition23, 1976, Clevesy a toBarbaraOn December
Clevesy contempt nonpayment alimony.in ofheld forhave Niles

anniversarypayments had made since the of thebeen thirdNo
J.)stipulation. (Mullavey,the theexecution of The Court denied

petition appealthisand followed.

original supportnot child or awarddecree did orderThe
custody did not involve minor children. Lund v.and therefore
Lund, subject(1950). to283, A.2d Its duration is96 N.H. 74 557

party458:19,three-year of thethe limitation and unlessRSA
seeking petitions “renewal,alimony for modificationthe benefits of

automaticallythe the ofor extension” order terminates at end
years. Taylor 193,supra; Taylor,three Lund Lund 108 N.H.v. v.

Morphy 507,(1967); Morphy,v. 298 A.2d230 112 N.H.A.2d 737
petition brought,for(1972). been theHad no modification580

yearsexpired after three and defendant’s non­order would have
dispositivepayment The issuebeen contumacious.would not have

three-year lifeis, therefore, modification has aa orderwhether
obligate payinits this action toof own which would the defendant

alimony May 5, 1979.until
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statutory authority “renew, modifyA court has to ex­or
only“justice requires” “periodstend” an order if for notof—but

yearsmore atthan three a time . . . .” RSA 458:19. notWe are
persuaded on of thethe state the record that trial court exercised

authority original Aprilits to extend the decree in either the 30
May party6 The record thator modification. shows neither raised

question proceeding nothingthe of at either theextension and in
anythingcourt’s order that itindicates considered but the amount

weekly “justicepayments. required” extension, nothingIf inof
By terms,this it. firstrecord indicates its each modification order

weekly obligationreduced the theand then limited the effect of
as “This order an Para­order follows: shall be amendment to

graph stipulation parties2 of onthe entered into between the
10, respects stipulationOctober 1973. In all other the and order

incorporated therein shall continue in and furtherforce effect until
(Emphasis added.)order of the court.” Because theno mention of

made, paragraph stipulation2time was because of re­and the
duration,ferred to in the is itself silent on theorder we find that

court did not the initial order.extend

nonetheless,Plaintiff, maintains that an order mod­for
alimony obligationautomaticallyification extends the for a three-­

period. contemplates expirationyear alimonyThe statute of an
years, Taylor Taylor, 193,at the three v.order end of 108 N.H.

renew,(1967), modify230 A.2d but court to737 allows the or
mayjustice require. specifi­extend the order as That 458:19RSA

cally grants discretionary authority “jus­to “extend” an order as
requires” strongly against interpretingtice militates the same

require three-yearsection to the anmechanical result of automatic
recognizedextension after a modification order. this inAs court

Morphy Morphy, 507,v. 112 N.H. (1972),298 A.2d 580 issuesthe
by request enoughraised a for an extension are re­distinctive to

quire subject hearing.notice that extension will be Be­the at a
cause granting mightissues relevant to the of an beextension
inadequately petition modifyconsidered on a to the amount of ali­
mony, legislaturewe hold that the notdid intend an automatic
extension.

purposesOne of the basic of RSA 458:19 is to eliminate
rigidity in the administration of recognizesdomestic orders. It

change partiesthat as circumstances the byshould not be bound
predicated longeruponorders conditions no in existence or rele-
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582;510,Morphy, Calder­at 298 A.2d atMorphy 112 N.H.v.vant.
(1972). An auto­355, A.2dCalderwood, 296 910112 N.H.wood v.

penaltyaby amount would exactofmodificationmatic extension
creating obli­to anplaintiff, a deterrentthussuccessfulfrom the

thisof an avoidorder. Wegor justly deserves modificationwho
modificationholding results from athat no extensionbyresult

6, 1976,was in effect after Novemberno orderthereorder. Since
correctly nonpayment notdidruled that defendant’sthe courttrial

contempt.constitute
Exceptions overruled.

Lampeón specialsit; Brock, J., byJJ.,Douglas, did not satand
490:3;assignment pursuant to the others concurred.RSA
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