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245, 258,Co., 2 3dShell Oil Cal.Price v.1244, 1246 (1976);N.E.2d
and thatRptr. 178, (1970),186-87730-31, 85722, Cal.466 P.2d

Fieldsee William H.rarely implied,indemnity agreements are to be
634, 348Woodwork, Inc., 632,115 N.H.NurocoCompany, Inc. v.

716, 718 (1975).A.2d
dutya contractualrecovery on the basis ofRoyer seeksBecause

contract, thesupported by theduty notindemnify, and a isto such
hereby granted.motion to dismiss is

So ordered.

sit; the others concurred.BROCK, J., did not
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OpinionMemorandum

abusedis the trial courtquestion in divorce case whetherThe this
ofawarding alimony; reducingin the amountin notits discretion

basis; andtemporaryonfrom that awarded asupport paymentschild
that theThe defendant contendsdividing parties’ property.in the

rulings incon-Carignan, findings wereEsq.) and(RobertMaster’s A.
of discre-that there no abusereport. We hold wassistent with his

exceptions.the defendant’stion and overrule
continuity ofof theare mindfulresolving question“In wethis

de-court into the trialallocating broad discretiondecisional law
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termining property settlement, alimony,of and divorce.”matters
Economides, 871, 872191, 193,Economides 116 357v. N.H. A.2d

showingof orders were“Defendant has the burden that the(1976).
” Adams, 369‘improper 43, 44,and Adams 117 A.2dunfair.’ v. N.H.

196, 197 (1977).
in a record be-transcript case,There is no this and review of the

inconsistency findings rulings and thefore us shows no between and
report; can-further, there are revealed no errors of We thereforelaw.

say regard sup-not that the court abused to theits discretion with
port order and the property.division of

Exceptions overruled.

BROCK, JJ.,DOUGLAS and did not sit.
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