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say, custodyaway family canif the mother “I have of thefrom the
you legalIt is difficult to believe “thatchildren and do not.” the death of

parent, complete ofone the subordination the child to the other’sand
view, preferable steppossibly is a for the child’sdistorted future

Indeed,development.” Manuscript at 22. there is more evidence that it
damaging subjectpotentially completelythe child to beis to to one

cases, therefore,parent’s will. Id. In most uncontested it would be
legalpsychologically parentfor the father to be abetter as well as a

greaterparent.natural Parental involvement should be than check-
course,writing visiting. parentalifand occasional Of the level of

high parents emotionallythe areconflict is so that unable to assume
custodyjoint custody, appropriate. increasingwill besole still In

numbers, however, parents competent, working,both are and desire to
presumption jointcare for their children. The consideration of a of

custody by judges attorneys mayand furthertrial the best interests of
equality rightschildren in divorce cases and assure that of under the

abridgedlaw in this will not be or deniedState because of sex. N.H.
CONST, I, 2; 458:16,pt. (Supp. 1977).Accordingly,art. RSA :17 I would

superiorremand court forthis case to the consideration of an award of
joint custody.

BROCK, dissenting: majority out,points presumeJ. As the “we do not
judges ignore” statutorythat trial and masters will the mandate con-

(Supp. 1977). long historyin pref-tained RSA 458:16-17 Given the of
custody mother, however, virtuallyerence for with thechild and the

impossible proving disprovingor preju-burden of whether so subtle a
work,preference presume theydice or is at we cannot that will not.

succumbing temptation pass judg-Without to the to characterize or
lifestyleupon parent matter,ment the of either in this I would hold

determination, him,thethat the master’s on evidence before that an
custodyaward of isto the defendant “most conducive to benefit”[the]

reasonablyof the child becould not made.
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Waldron, Aeschliman, {RalphPortsmouthBoynton, Dill & R. Wood-
man, plaintiff.orally), theforJr.

Portsmouth,Driscoll, by orally,brief and for theofJohn C.
defendant.

BROCK, requires us to determineequity proceedingThisJ.
court, personaminpresented, hadthe factssuperior onwhether the

alleged one or moreto have committedjurisdiction a nonresidentover
defendant,Hampshire. Theof Newwithin the Stateactstortious

Connecticut, throughspecially an at-Bristol, appearedofa resident
CountyRockingham Superiorthecontesting jurisdiction oftorney, the

J.) her motion to dismiss on{King, deniedCourtThe TrialCourt.
Hampshireruling provisions of the New11, 1976, that theAugust

applicable(Supp. 1977), were andstatute, 510:4long-arm RSA
inproperly served thereunderhad beenfinding that the defendant

andexcepted to the denial of her motionDefendantConnecticut.
postsubsequent the court that she aorder ofcomply awithfailed to

interlocutory appealan$20,000 a condition toasamount ofin thebond
jurisdictional issue.theof

the trialhearing merits was held before court on NovemberA on the
15, 1977, present.plaintiff her counsel Defendant and herwith and

having relycounselpresent, defendant’s elected to oncounsel were not
jurisdictionhad no over the defendant. Apositionhis that the court

$12,044.15,awarding judgment plaintiff in theto amount ofdecree
fees,interest, costs, attorney’s orderingplus andand the defendant to
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plaintiff bywas thepersonalty the issued Courttoreturn certain
29,August We affirm.(Bean, J.) 1977.on

residenteighty-three-year-old of Portsmouth.plaintiff is anThe
1975, patientwas ashe at the Ports-During and NovemberOctober

defendant, formerly plaintiffs daughter-in-theHospital. Themouth
hospitalvisit at the while herelaw, to her andfrom Connecticutcame
apartment.keys plaintiffs Portsmouth Before theobtained the to the

discharged hospital, the herplaintiff from the defendant enteredwas
personal property.items ofapartment valuableand removed several

bank,savings apassbook a account at Portsmoutha toThese included
collection,certificate, paintings.and two oil The defend-a a coinstock

Connecticut, taking items withthese her. On Novem-toant returned
defendant, savingsjoint possessionin5,1975, as a tenant of theber the

$12,000 from the bank closed outpassbook, more than andwithdrew
the account.

26, petition1976, plaintiff equityfiled this in inMarch theOn
recoveryseekingRockingham County Superior propertyherCourt of

including attorney’sdamages, petitionfees. wasTheand incidental
hand,defendant, by deputyin a sheriff of Hartfordtheserved on

Bristol, April 15, 1976,County, in Connecticut. On theat her home
temporary pending hearingJ.) a on the(Cann, a orderCourt issued

ordering deposit by plain-merits, to the items listedthe defendant the
17,1976, inSeptember the defendant was foundtiff with the court. On

Aprilcontempt the order.of

bringallegations the.petition are sufficient to the mat­“The of
satisfy(Supp. 1977)510:4 thethe of RSA and toter within terms

byrequired Washington,v.standards International Shoe Co. 326 U.S.
Denckla,(1945), (1958).”v. 357 235 v.310 and Hanson U.S. Bouchard

463, 464257, 258, (1976);Klepacki, 357 A.2d also v.116 N.H. See Kulko
—Court, 84, denied, —,reh.Superior U.S. 3127436 98 S. Ct.U.S.

by(1978). of arises out of tortious acts committed theThe cause action
inpresent (Supp. 1977);the RSAdefendant while she was State. 510:4

Annot., 397, petitionsee (1961).78 TheA.L.R.2d 406-08 concerns
byrights Hampshire domiciliary,personal property owned a Newin

Hampshire defendant, havingincluding Thein bank.her funds a New
propertywrongfully personalof... in“possessiontaken situated this

state,” (Supp. 1977),510:4 depriveRSA jurisdic­cannot this court of
merely by removingtion property beyondthat and herself our bound­

Accord, Co.,aries. 576,Painter v. Home Finance 245 N.C. 96 S.E.2d
(unauthorized repossession(1957) vehicle).731 of motor
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advancing contrary opinion merelyWe see no reason for a
equityplaintiffthe seeks relief at ratherbecause than law. RSA 498:7.

Accord, Wood, 665,v. 369 Mass. 342 (1976).Wood N.E.2d 712 The
by personam jurisdictionin “anystatute its terms confers for cause of
arisingaction” out of the defendant’s tortious acts within the State.

objective long-arm(Supp. 1977). TheRSA 510:4 of the statute “is to
jurisdictionprovide for the exercise of to the full extent of the constitu­

Transairco, Inc., 171, 173, 291Roy v. 605,tional limit.” 112 N.H. A.2d
Inc.,(1972). Pharmacy, 398, 388606 also v.Luv 118See State N.H. A.2d

(1978).190
jurisdictionforIt would be unreasonable to turn on whether the

plaintiff sought specific property damagesreturn of items of equalor
value, require plaintiff separatetheir theto or for us to to her cause of

action for the bank account funds from the suit for return of chattels
Transairco,Roy Inc.,intaken the same transaction. See v. 112 N.H. at

177, therefore hold correctly291 A.2d at 607. We that the trial court
jurisdictionpersonam exists,found that in over defendant and that the

fully bysupported thedecree is record.below

plaintiff exceptionWe note also that the took to the trial court’s
join Lee,denial her Frederickof motion to W. a resident of Connecticut

husband, partyand the defendant’s former as a to this action to enable
plaintiff apply per alimonythe to reach and month which$200 Mr. Lee

obligated Uponpay record,is defendant. ourto the review of the it is
necessary partyclear that Mr. Lee was not a for resolution of the

claim,plaintiff’smerits and thatof the the trial court’s denial of the
motion constituted neither an error of law annor abuse of discretion.
RSA 514:10.

Exceptions overruled; judgment
plaintiff.thefor

All concurred.


